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Abstract 
Bullying is a public health concern because this type of interpersonal aggression 
among adolescents is common and has substantial impact on mental health and wellbeing. 
Although numerous studies on bullying have been conducted in Western countries, there 
has been relatively limited research in bullying with standardised measurement in the South-
East Asian region. Moreover, few longitudinal studies have measured both traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying to examine the change in bullying roles and the prospective 
influence of this change on health.  
Research objectives: This thesis was conducted to address four research objectives: 
1. Examine the prevalence of various forms of traditional and cyberbullying 
victimisation and perpetration among school adolescents in Vietnam. 
2. Examine temporal patterns of bullying roles (as a victim, bully, or bully-victim) among 
school adolescents over two time points. 
3. Examine potential determinants (individual characteristics and family, school, and 
peer relationships) of temporal patterns of bullying roles over time. 
Examine longitudinal associations between temporal patterns of bullying roles across 
two time points and mental health problems among adolescents (including depressive 
symptoms, psychological distress, and suicidal ideation). 
Research designs: This study employed a mixed methods approach and a short-
term longitudinal survey design. The study was conducted in Hanoi and Hai Duong province 
in northern Vietnam across an academic year 2014–15. The research included four phases: 
1. Qualitative research. In-depth interviews (IDIs) with 16 students in four schools 
(including two middle schools and two high schools) were conducted to explore the 
perceptions and experiences of students about traditional bullying and 
cyberbullying. 
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2. Pilot survey. This was conducted with 226 students (56.7% female, age range 12–17 
years, mean [SD]: 14.5 [1.6]) in two schools. The qualitative interviews plus the pilot 
survey guided development of a standardised quantitative survey instrument to 
measure bullying victimisation and perpetration. 
3. Baseline survey (Time 1). The baseline survey was conducted with 1424 middle and 
high school adolescents (54.9% females, age range 12–17 years, mean [SD]: 14.7 
[1.9]). 
4. Follow-up survey (Time 2). Students who participated in the baseline survey were 
invited to the follow-up survey, six months later. The longitudinal design enabled 
estimation of temporal stability or change in bullying roles as a victim, bully, or bully-
victim. It also enabled analyses of determinants of the stability in bullying roles over 
time, and the effects of stability or change on mental health among adolescents. 
Results 
The findings from baseline and follow-up surveys indicated that traditional bullying 
(including victimisation and perpetration) is more common than cyberbullying among 
Vietnamese school adolescents at both Time 1 and Time 2. The correlations between 
traditional victimisation and cyberbullying victimisation and between traditional bullying 
perpetration and cyberbullying perpetration are very high. The large majority of students 
who experienced cyberbullying (about 81% for victims, 75% for bullies, and 100% for bully-
victim) did so in conjunction with traditional bullying. There were only 17 students who were 
involved in cyberbullying victimisation or perpetration. 
Analyses of bullying victimisation and perpetration over Time 1 and Time 2 show six 
in ten students (61%) were engaged in bullying roles as victim, bully, or bully-victim during 
one academic year. Of these students, nearly three in four (74%) indicated unstable bullying 
roles. The temporal patterns of bullying roles over time were captured as follows: (i) 554 
students (38.9%) were not involved in any form of bullying at both times; (ii) 342 students 
(24%) were victims only (of them, 52% were stable-low, 17.0% declining, 14.3% increasing, 
and 10.5% stable-high); (iii) 94 students (6.6%) were bullies only (of them, 23.4% were stable-
low, 36.2% declining, and 40.4% increasing or stable-high); (iv) 434 students were bully-
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victims (of those, 52.8% were stable-low, 19.3% declining, 14.5% increasing, and 13.4% 
stable-high). 
Analyses of determinants of temporal patterns of bullying roles found that gender, 
age, and mental health were significantly associated with victimisation and bully-victim 
status over time, indicating that younger male students with poorer mental health 
(depressive symptoms, psychological distress) had higher odds of being in victim only or 
bully-victim roles. In contrast, there were no significant correlations between gender, age, 
and mental health status among those students who only bully others. 
The effects of family environment were observed among all bullying roles. Those who 
were not living with both biological parents, frequently witnessed parental violence, or 
experienced conflict with their siblings had significantly higher odds of frequent involvement 
in perpetration and bully-victim status at Time 1 or Time 2. Low parental supervision of 
online activities increased the odds of being victimised, and a high degree in parental control 
of the respondents’ mobile phone/Internet access decreased the odds of frequent 
involvement in bully-victim activity at Time 1, compared with the not-involved group. 
Peers’ reaction towards bullying was significantly associated with bullying roles. 
Specifically, those who perceived that students do not try to stop bullying at school had 
significantly higher odds of being victimised at a low level over time or a high level at Time 
1. Meanwhile, those who supported the bullies and thought bullying is acceptable increased 
the odds of being frequently involved in bully-victim behaviours. Adolescents who witnessed 
bullying events at school regardless of their roles as bystanders (such as passively witnessed 
bullying event, did nothing but thought they ought to help the victims, or tried to stop 
bullying) had higher odds of having bully-victim status at one-time point or both times. 
The analyses of longitudinal associations between temporal patterns of bullying roles 
and mental health problems show those students, who were victimised often and classified 
as highly involved as both victims and bullies at one or both survey times (i.e., declining, 
increasing, and stable-high), had significantly higher levels of depressive symptoms, 
psychological distress, and suicidal ideation than those who were not involved or had stable-
low involvement. The mental health of adolescents, who were involved in bullying as a victim 
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or bully at stable-low, was generally similar to those not involved in any bullying. However, 
females who experienced stable but low-level victimisation or the bully-victim role had 
worse mental health than males with stable-low level exposure. 
Implications: This study has implications for preventive interventions for bullying 
in Vietnamese schools and internationally. 
The dominance of traditional bullying and high correlations between traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying indicated that cyberbullying rarely occurs in isolation from 
traditional forms. Preventive intervention should address all forms of bullying rather than 
focus heavily on the online environment. Anti-bullying programs should include components 
on cyberbullying within the context of broader efforts to prevent interpersonal conflict and 
violence. 
Although popular perception suggests that children tend to be either a bully or a 
victim and the behaviours are stable over time, research shows a more complex picture. The 
findings of this study show a high degree of fluidity in bullying roles as victim, bully, or bully-
victim over an academic year. The main implication of this key finding is that bullying 
prevention should seek to change whole-of-school culture that tolerates interpersonal 
aggression by promoting mutual respect. Parents and family members need to be engaged 
as a part of anti-bullying efforts and be educated to recognise the impact of their own 
behaviours and home environment. A minority of youth appear to be stable, high intensity 
bullies or victims, and these students may require special intervention and support. 
This study’s findings indicate that mental health problems (depressive symptoms and 
psychological distress) can be both determinants and consequences of victimisation and 
bully-victim roles. Anti-bullying programs should be a core element of mental health 
promotion in schools rather than addressed in standalone programs. 
 
 vii  
Keywords 
Adolescents, Cyberbullying, Depression, Longitudinal study, Mental health, 
Psychological distress, School-based survey, School adolescents, Suicidal ideation, 
Traditional bullying, Victimisation, Vietnam 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 viii  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 ix  
Table of contents 
ABSTRACT ............................................................................................................................ III 
KEYWORDS .......................................................................................................................... VII 
TABLE OF CONTENTS ............................................................................................................. IX 
LIST OF TABLES ..................................................................................................................... XI 
LIST OF FIGURES ................................................................................................................. XIII 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS....................................................................................................... XIV 
STATEMENT OF ORIGINAL AUTHORSHIP .................................................................................. XV 
RELATED PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS ..................................................................... XVII 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS......................................................................................................... XIX 
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................ 1 
1.1 RATIONALE .................................................................................................................... 1 
1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES ................................................................................................. 3 
1.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY .......................................................................................... 3 
1.4 THESIS OUTLINE............................................................................................................. 4 
CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW.................................................................................. 7 
2.1 WHAT IS BULLYING? ....................................................................................................... 7 
2.2 WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ABOUT BULLYING? ................................................................ 10 
2.3 FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH BULLYING ROLES ............................................................... 24 
2.4 THE ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN BULLYING AND MENTAL HEALTH ........................................ 32 
2.5 STUDIES ON BULLYING IN VIETNAM ................................................................................ 35 
2.6 THE NEED FOR LONGITUDINAL STUDY: WHAT IS STILL UNKNOWN? ................................... 36 
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN ................................................................................... 39 
3.1 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................ 39 
3.2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THIS STUDY .................................................................... 39 
3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN ...................................................................................................... 41 
3.4 STUDY SITES ............................................................................................................... 44 
3.5 ETHIC APPROVALS ....................................................................................................... 45 
3.6 STUDY PARTICIPANTS ................................................................................................... 45 
3.7 TIMELINES ................................................................................................................... 47 
3.8 INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT ......................................................................................... 47 
3.9 DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES .................................................................................. 54 
3.10 DATA MANAGEMENT AND ANALYSES .......................................................................... 55 
3.11 FINDINGS FROM EXPLORATORY QUALITATIVE RESEARCH ............................................ 57 
3.12 FINDINGS FROM THE PILOT SURVEY .......................................................................... 65 
3.13 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF BULLYING VICTIMISATION AND PERPETRATION SCALES ... 75 
 x  
CHAPTER 4: PREVALENCE AND TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF BULLYING ROLES 
OVER TIME 1 AND 2 ................................................................................... 89 
4.1 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................ 89 
4.2 DATA ANALYSES........................................................................................................... 89 
4.3 CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS ........................................................................... 90 
4.4 PREVALENCE OF BULLYING ROLES ................................................................................ 94 
4.5 THE OVERLAP BETWEEN BULLYING ROLES ................................................................... 102 
4.6 TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF BULLYING ROLES OVER TIME 1 AND TIME 2 ............................ 103 
4.7 SUMMARY.................................................................................................................. 106 
CHAPTER 5: DETERMINANTS OF TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF BULLYING ROLES 109 
5.1 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 109 
5.2 ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK ........................................................................................... 110 
5.3 DATA ANALYSES......................................................................................................... 110 
5.4 DETERMINANTS OF TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF VICTIMISATION ......................................... 112 
5.5 DETERMINANTS OF TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF PERPETRATION ....................................... 116 
5.6 DETERMINANTS OF TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF BULLY-VICTIM STATUS .............................. 120 
CHAPTER 6: LONGITUDINAL ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN TEMPORAL PATTERNS 
OF BULLYING ROLES AND MENTAL HEALTH AMONG ADOLESCENTS .. 129 
6.1 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 129 
6.2 FRAMEWORK ANALYSIS AND METHODS ........................................................................ 132 
6.3 BIVARIATE ASSOCIATIONS ........................................................................................... 138 
6.4 MULTIVARIATE ASSOCIATIONS ..................................................................................... 139 
6.5 SUMMARY.................................................................................................................. 142 
CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS ......................................................... 143 
7.1 BULLYING FORMS AND CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TRADITIONAL BULLYING AND 
CYBERBULLYING ........................................................................................................ 143 
7.2 THE PREVALENCE OF BULLYING ROLES ........................................................................ 146 
7.3 THE TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF BULLYING ROLES ........................................................... 148 
7.4 DETERMINANTS OF BULLYING ROLES OVER TWO TIME POINTS ....................................... 149 
7.5 THE LONGITUDINAL ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN BULLYING ROLES AND MENTAL EHALTH ..... 152 
7.6 STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESS OF THIS STUDY ............................................................... 154 
7.7 IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH AND INTERVENTION PROGRAMS ...................... 155 
REFERENCES ..................................................................................................................... 161 
APPENDICES ...................................................................................................................... 179 
 xi  
List of tables  
Table 2-1 Stability and changes in bullying roles over time among longitudinal studies ..................... 20 
Table 3-1 The proportions of students participating in the Time 1 and Time 2 surveys at each of the four 
schools ................................................................................................................................. 46 
Table 3-2 Sample size in the four phases of the study ......................................................................... 47 
Table 3-3 Demographic characteristics of the pilot sample ................................................................. 65 
Table 3-4 Time spent online in the last week ................................................................................... 68 
Table 3-5 Parent’ and teachers’ supervision and control of mobile phone usage and the Internet .... 69 
Table 3-6 Mean, standard deviation and reliability statistics of perceived family, friend, and school social 
support ................................................................................................................................ 70 
Table 3-7 Prevalence of specific forms of bullying victimisation and perpetration ............................. 71 
Table 3-8 Prevalence of specific bullying victimisation behaviours by modes of communication ....... 72 
Table 3-9 Prevalence of bullying roles by gender and age ................................................................... 72 
Table 3-10 Associations between bullying roles and mental health and self-harm behaviours . 73 
Table 3-11 List of behaviours of the bullying victimisation and bullying perpetration scales .............. 78 
Table 3-12 Correlation matrix of items in the bullying victimisation scale .......................................... 80 
Table 3-13 The factor loadings of the items in bullying victimisation scale ......................................... 82 
Table 3-14 Correlations between bullying victimisation and asscociated factors ................................ 83 
Table 3-15 Correlation matrix in items in the bullying perpetration scale ........................................... 84 
Table 3-16 The factor loadings of the items in bullying perpetration scale ......................................... 86 
Table 4-1 Demographic characteristics of the sample measured at Time 1 ........................................ 90 
Table 4-2 Characteristics of family measured at Time 1....................................................................... 91 
Table 4-3 Prevalence of specific victimsation behaviours by frequency at Time 1 and Time 2 ........... 95 
Table 4-4 Prevalence of  traditional bullying victimisation and cyberbullying victimisation experiences at 
Time 1 and Time 2 (%) ......................................................................................................... 97 
Table 4-5 Prevalence of specific bullying perpetration behaviours by frequency at Time 1 and Time 
2 ........................................................................................................................................... 98 
Table 4-6 Prevalence of traditional bullying perpetration and cyberbullying perpetration experiences at 
Time 1 and Time 2 (%) ......................................................................................................... 99 
Table 4-7 Four main bullying roles among 1424 school adolescents (Times 1&2) and Time 2 .......... 104 
Table 4-8 Associations between bullying roles at Time 1 and becoming a victim, bully, bully-victim at 
Time 2 (n=1,424) ................................................................................................................ 104 
Table 4-9 Mean score and range among different bullying roles at Times 1&2 ................................ 105 
Table 4-10 Intensity of stability in bullying role status across Times 1&2 by gender (%) ................... 106 
Table 5-1 Bivariate logistic regression analyses of associations between possible predictors and 
temporal patterns of victimisation .................................................................................... 113 
 xii  
Table 5-2 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal patterns of victimisation 
across Time 1 and 2 ........................................................................................................... 115 
Table 5-3 Bivariate logistic regression analyses of associations between predictors and temporal 
patterns of perpetration over time ................................................................................... 117 
Table 5-4 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal patterns of perpetration 
over time............................................................................................................................ 119 
Table 5-5 Bivaritate multinomial logistic regression of possible predictors of temporal patterns of bully–
victim status over time ...................................................................................................... 121 
Table 5-6 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal patterns of bully-victim 
status over Times 1&2 ....................................................................................................... 125 
Table 5-7 Overview of temporal patterns of bullying roles across Times 1 & 2 ................................. 128 
Table 6-1 Descriptive statistics by gender among school adolescents in Vietnam, 2014–15 ............ 136 
Table 6-2 Bivariate associations1 between temporal patterns of bullying roles over Times 1&2 and 
mental health at Time 2 among adolescents in Vietnam, 2014–15 .................................. 140 
Table 6-3 Multivariate analyses between temporal patterns of bullying roles over Times 1 & 2 and 
mental health at Time 2: adjusted models for full sample, male and female adolescents in 
Vietnam, 2014-2015 .......................................................................................................... 141 
 
 xiii  
List of figures 
Figure 2-1 Social ecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Bronfenbrenner & Bronfenbrenner, 2009)
 ............................................................................................................................................. 25 
Figure 2-2 Elements of the social ecological framework applied to bullying among children and 
adolescents (Swearer Napolitano & Espelage, 2011) .......................................................... 26 
Figure 3-1 The conceptual framework of the current study ................................................................ 40 
Figure 3-2 Four phases of the current study .................................................................................... 42 
Figure 3-3 Scree plot presenting possible components of the bullying victimisation scales ............... 81 
Figure 3-4 Scree Plot  presenting possible components of the bullying perpetration scales ............... 85 
Figure 4-1 Traditional and cyberbullying experiences by age at Time 1 (%)  ............................... 101 
Figure 4-2 Traditional bullying and cyberbullying experiences by age at Time 2 (%) ......................... 102 
Figure 4-3 Prevalence and overlap between bullying roles at Time 1 and Time 2  ..................... 103 
Figure 5-1 Analytical framework of possible determinants of temporal patterns of bullying roles 
over Time 1 and Time 2 ................................................................................................... 111 
Figure 6-1 Analytical framework for mental health consequences of bullying victimisation and 
perpetration over time ...................................................................................................... 133 
  
 xiv  
List of abbreviations  
CES-D Centre for Epidemiological Studies-Depression Scale 
HD Hai Duong 
HN Hanoi 
hrs hours 
ICT Information and communication technology 
IDIs In-depth interviews 
K-10 Kessler Psychological Distress Scale  
N/A Not available 
PCA Principal Component Analysis 
ref. reference 
SEA South-East Asia 
T1 Time 1 
T2 Time 2 
vs. versus 
yrs. Year 
 xv  
Statement of original authorship  
The work contained in this thesis has not been previously submitted to meet 
requirements for an award at this or any other higher education institution. To the best of 
my knowledge and belief, the thesis contains no material previously published or written by 
another person except where due reference is made. 
Signature: 
Date: 3rd May, 2017 
 
QUT Verified Signature
 xvi  
  
 xvii  
Related publications and presentations 
Publications 
1. Le, H.T.H., Nguyen, H.T., Truong, T.Q, Campbell, M.A., Gatton, M.L, Dunne, M.P. (2016) 
“Giá trị và độ tin cậy của thang đo bị bắt nạt học đường và qua mạng: Kết quả nghiên 
cứu với học sinh đô thị Hà Nội và Hải Dương” (Validity and reliability of traditional and 
cyberbullying victimisation scale: Findings from a school-based survey in urban areas 
of Hanoi and Hai Duong), Vietnamese Journal of Public Health, Vol 40, pp.198-204. 
This publication is incorporated as a part of Chapter 3 in this thesis. 
2. Le, H. T. H., Dunne, M. P., Campbell, M. A., Gatton, M. L., & Nguyen, H. T., & Tran, N. 
T. (2017) “Temporal patterns and predictors of bullying roles among adolescents in 
Vietnam: a school-based cohort study”. [journal article]. Journal of Psychology, 
Health and Medicine. 107-121. 
DOI: 10.1080/13548506.2016.1271953 
This manuscript is incorporated as a part of Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 in the present 
thesis. 
3. Le, H. T. H., Nguyen, H. T., Campbell, M. A., Gatton, M. L., Tran, N. T., & Dunne, M. P. 
(2016). Longitudinal associations between bullying and mental health among 
adolescents in Vietnam. [journal article]. International Journal of Public Health, 1–11. 
DOI: 10.1007/s00038-016-0915-8  
This article is incorporated as Chapter 6 in the present thesis. 
4. Dunne, M., Pham, T. B., Le, H. H. T., & Sun, J. (2016). 16. Bullying and educational stress 
in schools in East Asia. Ending the torment: Tackling bullying from the schoolyard to 
cyberspace, pp.131–143. New York: United Nation Publications. 
DOI: 10.18356/dd4ab051-en 
 
 
 xviii  
 
Presentations 
1. Le, H. T. H., Dunne, M. P., Campbell, M. A., Gatton, M. L., & Nguyen, H. T. 
“Determinants of bullying experience in Vietnam: Implications for policy and practice”, 
oral presentation at the meeting organised by Know Violence and WHO, London, 
United Kingdom, 2015. 
2. Le, H. T. H., Dunne, M. P., Campbell, M. A., Gatton, M. L., & Nguyen, H. T. “Determinant 
of stability or change in bullying roles among adolescents in Vietnam”, oral 
presentation at the National Centre Against Bullying Conference, 28–29 July, 2016, 
Melbourne, Australia.  
Website: https://www.ncab.org.au/events/ncab-conference-2016/ 
3. Le, H. T. H., Dunne, M. P., Campbell, M. A., Gatton, M. L., & Nguyen, H. T. “The impact 
of stability or change in bullying roles on mental health of adolescents in Vietnam”, oral 
presentation at the conference of the Student Wellbeing and Prevention of Violence 
Research Centre (SWAP’v), Flinders University, 13–15 July, 2016, Adelaide, Australia.  
Website: http://www.flinders.edu.au/ehl/swapv/swapv-conference-2016/ 
 
  
 xix  
Acknowledgements 
Undertaking this PhD journey has been a truly life-changing experience for me. It is my 
pleasure to acknowledge the roles of individuals for their invaluable support and guidance 
for completion of my PhD research. 
First, I would like to express my sincere gratitude to my principal supervisor Professor 
Michael Dunne for his immeasurable amount of support and guidance to my PhD study and 
publication work. I have been motivated and inspired by his immense knowledge on the 
topic, enthusiasm, empathies, and skilful supervision. His advices and guidance helped me 
in all the time of research and writing of this thesis.  
 I would like to acknowledge my supervisory members Professor Marilyn Campbell, 
who has given me precise advice and suggestion on literature of global bullying; A/Professor 
Huong Thanh Nguyen, who provided me practical advice to solve difficulties during my data 
collection; and A/Professor Michelle Gatton, who has provided me with much assistance to 
confirm my statistical analyses.  Without their precious support it would not be possible to 
complete well this research. 
Beside my supervisors, I would like to thank my committee member Professor 
Kerryann Walsh for her remarkable comments and suggestions. I also would like to thank 
anonymous reviewers from peer-reviewed journals who gave me very comprehensive and 
critical comments, which incented me to complete my thesis from various perspectives. I am 
very grateful to Dr Fairlie Mcllwraith for spending her time to proofread my thesis. 
I would like to thank all students who participated in the study, the management 
board of four schools in Hanoi and Hai Duong, Ms Ha Thu Dinh and the data collection team 
from Hanoi University of Public Health (HUPH) for their enthusiasm, efforts, and 
collaboration.  
This work would not possible without the financial support of Australia Award 
Scholarship (AAS). Many thanks to administrative staff of School of Public Health and Social 
 xx  
Work, the Research Service staff of Faculty of Health, and QUT’s AAS staff, especially Ms Zia 
Song for their considerable support and assistance during my PhD journey.  
My special thanks to colleagues at Faculty of Health Social Sciences (HUPH) and PhD 
friends for their technical and emotional sharing and support.  With their support, I have 
much more enjoyment and fun in my career and social life in Australia. 
Last but not least, my deepest appreciation belongs to my parents and my parents-in-
law for their wholehearted support and encourage during the journey. A special dedication 
goes to my beloved husband Nam Tran, who has completed his PhD program at the 
University of Queensland. I could not complete my PhD without his support, 
encouragement, advice, and his responsibility to take care and share family work. My little 
son Lam Tran (three and a half years old) who was born in Australia during my journey and 
his 10 year-older brother Anh Tran (14 years old) are those who always give me happy smiles 
and enjoyment after my study hours. 
 
  
 1  
Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 RATIONALE 
Bullying, including cyberbullying, is a public health concern because of the high 
prevalence among adolescents worldwide (Mishna, Cook, Gadalla, Daciuk, & Solomon, 2010) 
and associated poor mental health and health-risk behaviour (Arseneault, Bowes, & Shakoor, 
2010; Campbell, Spears, Slee, Butler, & Kift, 2012; Hamburger, Basile, & Vivolo, 2011; Mishna, 
2012). Although numerous studies on bullying have been conducted in Europe, North 
America, and Australia, relatively little is known about such behaviours in the East Asian 
region, especially in South-East Asian countries (Jimerson, Swearer, & Espelage, 2009; 
Sittichai & Smith, 2015; Smith, 2016). 
Bullying, a subset of aggression, is defined as intentional and repeated aggression with 
expression of physical, verbal, or relational forms in which the targets cannot defend 
themselves (Olweus, 2013; Ybarra, Boyd, Korchmaros, & Oppenheim, 2012). To date, the 
three criterion of bullying (i.e., intentionality to cause harm, repetition, and power imbalance) 
have been accepted among researchers and practitioners (Hemphill, Heerde, & Gomo, 2014; 
Mishna, 2012; Olweus, 2013). Bullying behaviours might be conducted overtly (e.g., verbal 
and physical attack) or covertly (e.g., exclusion or spread rumours) (Hemphill et al., 2012).  
Given significant expansion of information and communication technology (ICT) 
throughout the world in recent decades, cyberbullying appeared as a ‘new form of bullying’ 
in the context of cyberspace development (Bauman, Cross, & Walker, 2012; Campbell, 2005; 
Slonje & Smith, 2008). Cyberbullying is defined as ‘an aggressive, intentional act carried out 
by a group or individual, using electronic forms of contact, repeatedly and over time against 
a victim who cannot easily defend him or herself’ (Smith et al., 2008, p. 376). With the 
emergence of cyberbullying in this century, there has been vigorous debate over whether 
bullying through technology is a separate phenomenon or another form of bullying (Dooley, 
Pyżalski, & Cross, 2009). Recently there seems to be agreement that cyberbullying has all the 
characteristics of a form of bullying with intention to hurt, an imbalance of power and usually 
is repetitive (Gladden, Vivolo-Kantor, Hamburger, & Lumpkin, 2014). Together with the fact 
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that many individuals experience many forms of bullying it is probably now considered that 
cyberbullying is another form of bullying (Hemphill et al., 2012; Olweus, 2013). 
Bullying is a complex phenomenon associated with individual factors and 
interrelationships within family, school, and peer group (Swearer et al., 2006). Previous 
studies have linked bullying perpetration to different socialisation settings and indicated that 
youth who are exposed to violence or disharmonious relationships with peers, family, and 
neighbours are more likely to bully others at school (Hemphill et al., 2012; Hong & Espelage, 
2012). Studies also indicate that bullying victimisation is associated with mental health 
problems (Hamburger et al., 2011; Mishna et al., 2010; Smith, 2016). For instance, being 
traditionally victimised increases the risk of long lasting adverse outcomes including 
depression and anxiety (Arseneault et al., 2010; Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, & Wolke, 2015) 
and suicidal ideation and suicidal attempts (Arseneault et al., 2010; Geoffroy et al., 2016). 
Similarly, the associations between cyberbullying and mental health are observed among 
both victims and perpetrators (Campbell, Slee, Spears, Butler, & Kift, 2013; Patchin & Hinduja, 
2010; Tokunaga, 2010). However, a review of the literature reveals that students who are 
cyber victimised may be more likely to experience poor mental health than those who cyber 
bully others (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010; Patchin & Hinduja, 2010).  
Studies on bullying in both Western and Asian countries have limitations. First, there 
is a lack of studies concurrently assessing both traditional bullying and cyberbullying using 
standardised measurements (i.e., the scales were not validated, the criteria for bullying were 
not specified, or cyberbullying was measured without traditional bullying) (Berne et al., 2013; 
Olweus, 2013; Ybarra et al., 2012). These measurement difficulties possibly lead to 
inconsistent prevalence estimates for traditional bullying and cyberbullying across studies 
(Modecki, Minchin, Harbaugh, Guerra, & Runions, 2014; Patchin & Hinduja, 2012b). In 
addition, although many cross-sectional studies have examined the prevalence, 
determinants, and adverse outcomes of bullying roles, there is a notable lack of longitudinal 
research on traditional bullying and cyberbullying (Bauman, Cross, et al., 2012; Tokunaga, 
2010). As a result, knowledge of the causality of young people’s experience of bullying and 
mental health consequences has not been fully examined (Goldbaum, Craig, Pepler, & 
Connolly, 2003; Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015; Ryoo, Wang, & Swearer, 2015). To 
date, there has been relatively little research into change in bullying roles over time. Most of 
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the relevant studies have been conducted in Western countries (Lereya, Copeland, Costello, 
& Wolke, 2015; Pepler, Jiang, Craig, & Connolly, 2008; Ryoo et al., 2015) where there is 
emerging evidence that the majority of youth report infrequent participation in bullying roles 
(Ryoo et al., 2015). Even for youth involved in bullying there seems to be unstable 
involvement over one or a few years at middle or high school (Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et 
al., 2015). 
The current study was conducted to further examine (i) the temporal patterns of 
bullying roles in which students have stable (high or low) or unstable (declining or increasing) 
involvement over time; (ii) the associations between individual characteristics and family, 
peer and school relationships and temporal patterns of bullying roles among school 
adolescents; (iii) the longitudinal associations between temporal patterns of bullying roles 
and mental health problems (including depressive symptoms, psychological distress, and 
suicidal ideation) among school adolescents over an academic year. 
1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
The current study examines: 
 the prevalence of various forms of traditional and cyberbullying victimisation and 
perpetration among school adolescents in Vietnam 
 temporal patterns of bullying roles (as a victim, bully, or bully-victim) among school 
adolescents over two time points 
 potential determinants (individual characteristics and family, school, and peer 
relationships) of temporal patterns of bullying roles  
 longitudinal associations between temporal patterns of bullying roles across two 
time points and mental health problems among adolescents (including depressive 
symptoms, psychological distress, and suicidal ideation). 
1.3 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
This study includes four phases in a mixed methods design. Qualitative inquiry was 
conducted to explore in-depth the perceptions and experiences of Vietnamese school 
adolescents about traditional bullying and cyberbullying. These findings, plus results of a pilot 
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survey, guided development of a standardised quantitative instrument for two surveys of high 
school and middle school adolescents in two urban areas of Vietnam. This is the first 
longitudinal study in Vietnam, and was one of few studies internationally to measure both 
traditional bullying and cyberbullying together to examine temporal patterns of bullying roles 
as a victim, bully, and bully-victim over an academic year. The study extends the research 
conducted by Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al. (2015) and Gumpel, et al., 2014 by using a 
short-term longitudinal design to examine the extent to which students remain stable or 
unstable in bullying roles over an academic year (i.e., temporal patterns of bullying roles); and 
explore associations between individual, family, school and peer characteristics. It is the first 
South-East Asian study to examine the longitudinal associations between patterns of bullying 
roles and mental health problems, including depressive symptoms, psychological distress, and 
suicidal ideation. The findings of this study have implication for preventive interventions for 
bullying in Vietnamese schools and internationally. 
1.4 THESIS OUTLINE 
The thesis is comprised of seven chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the rationale and 
research objectives. Chapter 2 is a review of previous studies about the prevalence of 
different forms of traditional bullying and cyberbullying, bullying roles, associated predictors 
and mental health consequences of bullying roles among adolescents worldwide. Chapter 3 
describes the conceptual framework of the current study and the research methods and 
instrument development including an analysis of the reliability and validity of bullying 
victimisation and bullying perpetration scales. The qualitative and pilot findings are presented 
in this chapter. Chapter 4 presents results of the baseline and follow-up surveys with 1424 
school adolescents including prevalence rates for various bullying behaviours, the overlap 
between traditional bullying and cyberbullying, and the temporal patterns of bullying roles 
(as victims, bullies, and bully-victims) over Times 1 and 2. Chapter 5 examines the 
determinants of temporal patterns of bullying roles. Chapter 6 reports the longitudinal 
associations between temporal patterns of bullying roles and mental health problems among 
school adolescents in Vietnam. Chapter 7 concludes with a brief summary and critique of the 
findings and discusses the limitations of the study, followed by recommendations for future 
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research and implications for bullying prevention and mental health promotion programs 
nationally and internationally. 
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Chapter 2: Literature review 
The literature review provides a general picture of what, how, when, and why 
researchers across countries, including Vietnam and South-East Asian countries, research 
bullying and mental health. I commenced the review when I first had the idea to examine 
bullying, cyberbullying, and mental health among adolescents in Vietnam. Over my research 
process, I kept collecting and updating research findings relating to the topics. In this chapter, 
I present a summary of the topics most relevant to bullying, cyberbullying, associated factors, 
and their associations with adolescents’ mental health symptoms. The literature review is 
divided into three parts and focuses on three questions: What is bullying? What is already 
known about bullying? What is still unknown about bullying?  
2.1 WHAT IS BULLYING?  
2.1.1 Traditional bullying 
School-based bullying or traditional bullying was started in Dan Olweus’s work in 1978 
(Olweus, 1978) and came into sharp focus in 1982 with Dan Olweus’s work about the suicide 
of three male victims of bullying (Mishna, 2012). Bullying has become a public health concern 
because it is the most common form of low-level violence in schools (Whitted & Dupper, 
2005). Bullying perpetration and bullying victimisation have been observed worldwide among 
adolescents (Mishna et al., 2010), and being victimised is associated with poor mental health 
(Arseneault et al., 2010; Campbell et al., 2012; Mishna, 2012).  
Bullying is distinguished from other concepts such as mobbing and aggression. 
Mobbing has been considered as a subset of bullying (Hemphill et al., 2014). Bullying was 
distinguished from mobbing in Olweus’s work in 1978: ‘Mobbing happens to someone 
different from the majority. Although for victims of bullying, external characteristics could be 
a part of the reasons for being bullied, there could be many other reasons as well (e.g., 
personality). Olweus defined bullying as being ‘characterised by the following three criteria: 
(a) it is aggressive behaviour or intentional “harm doing” (b) which is carried out repeatedly 
and over time (c) in an interpersonal relationship characterized by an imbalance of power. 
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One might add that the bullying behaviour often occurs without apparent provocation’ 
(Olweus, 1994, p. 1173). This definition examines bullying as a subset of a broader 
phenomenon of aggression which is defined as ‘negative acts carried out intentionally to harm 
another’ (Smith, Cowie, Olafsson, & Liefooghe, 2002, p. 1120). Bullying is usually repeated 
over a time period, and the victims cannot easily defend themselves from the perpetrator 
because of a power imbalance in which the perpetrator is physically stronger, verbally more 
fluent, and more confident, or has more friends (Hemphill et al., 2014; Olweus, 2013; Smith, 
del Barrio, & Tokunaga, 2012; Ybarra et al., 2012). The two criteria of repetition and power 
imbalance enable researchers to distinguish bullying from aggressive behaviour (Smith, del 
Barrio, et al., 2012).  
So far, institutions such as the National Centre Against Bullying in Australia, the United 
States Centres for Disease Control and Prevention, and global scholars and practitioners in 
the research field of bullying have reached a consensus on these three core features of 
bullying (Gladden et al., 2014; Hemphill et al., 2014). School-based bullying is defined as 
follows: 
School-based bullying is a systematic abuse of power in a relationship formed at school 
characterised by: 
1. aggressive acts directed (by one or more individuals) toward victims that a reasonable 
person would avoid; 
2. acts which usually occur repeatedly over a period of time; and  
3. acts in which there is an actual or perceived power imbalance between perpetrators 
and victims, with victims often being unable to defend themselves effectively from 
perpetrators.  
(Hemphill et al., 2014, p. 3)  
Traditional bullying has been identified and categorised in different forms. Early 
researchers separated bullying into physical and verbal forms such as hitting, shoving around, 
verbal threats, and teasing. Intention to cause harm to someone’s reputation or dignity, such 
as social exclusion and/or rumour spread, were included later to acknowledge social forms of 
bullying (Dooley et al., 2009; Scheithauer, Hayer, Petermann, & Jugert, 2006). Bullying has 
also been categorised as direct or indirect forms of action in which the direct form or overt 
action is toward the victims, while the indirect or convert form occurs when a person is 
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targeted via a third party that makes it difficult to identify the perpetrator (Björkqvist, 1994; 
Hemphill et al., 2014; Langos, 2012). The direct form of bullying may include physical 
behaviours (e.g., hitting), damaging victim’s personal property, or verbally aggressive talking 
(e.g., calling mean names, teasing in a rude way or threatening), while the indirect form may 
include behaviours such as spreading rumours or social exclusion (Langos, 2012). In general, 
global researchers have reached an agreement on physical, verbal, and relational forms of 
bullying (Hamburger et al., 2011). 
2.1.2 Cyberbullying 
Due to expansion of ICT in recent decades, cyberbullying appeared as a ‘new form of 
bullying’ (Bauman, Cross, et al., 2012; Slonje & Smith, 2008) and has become a concern among 
bullying researchers (Campbell, 2005; Patchin & Hinduja, 2012a). Cyberbullying is defined as 
an aggressive behaviour conducted intentionally and repeatedly through electronic forms of 
communication against the victim(s) who cannot defend themselves (Smith et al., 2008). The 
unique element distinguishing cyberbullying from traditional bullying is that cyberbullying is 
performed through technological space (Langos, 2012). 
Cyberbullying behaviours are classified in different ways in various studies. For 
example, cyberbullying forms were first classified into two communication devices through 
seven media as follows: (i) cyberbullying via mobile phones (phone calls, text messages, film, 
and circulation of pictures or video clips) and (ii) cyberbullying through computer-connected 
Internet (email, chat room, instant message, and website) (Smith, Mahdavi, Carvalho, & 
Tippett, 2006). However, it has been argued that measuring forms of cyberbullying through 
communication devices is no longer appropriate because technological development can 
integrate various forms of contact into one device such as smart phones or tablets (Smith, 
Dempsey, Jackson, Olenchak, & Gaa, 2012). 
Cyberbullying forms have subsequently been modified to include mixing between 
different channels of communication (e.g., text message, instant message, phone calls, chat-
rooms, email, or blogs) and different forms of communication (e.g., verbal, textual, or visual) 
(Çetin, Yaman, & Peker, 2011; Menesini, Nocentini, & Calussi, 2011; Nocentini et al., 2010; 
Slonje & Smith, 2008). However, three core criteria of traditional bulling (e.g., intention to 
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cause harm, repetition, and power imbalance) have not been specified in the parallel cyber 
context. Therefore, it is difficult to distinguish cyberbullying behaviours from other nasty 
behaviours (e.g., cyber aggression and cyber harassment). 
To assist in understanding how three main features of traditional bullying can be 
applied in the cyber context, Langos (2012) differentiated between direct cyberbullying and 
indirect cyberbullying. Direct cyberbullying refers to behaviours conducted directly to the 
target only via devices (e.g., phone or send an email or text message to the victim only). 
Indirect cyberbullying occurs when the perpetrator posts undesirable information publicly so 
that both the victim and a wider audience can see it (e.g., uploading a photo or video clip on 
Facebook) (Langos, 2012). According to Langos (2012), direct cyberbullying shares elements 
with the direct forms of traditional bullying, whilst the indirect cyberbullying shares elements 
with the indirect traditional bullying; therefore, the criteria of traditional bullying still needs 
to be considered when adolescents bully in the cyber context. 
2.2 WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ABOUT BULLYING? 
2.2.1 There is wide variance in prevalence of traditional bullying and cyberbullying   
Globally, estimates of the prevalence of traditional bullying and cyberbullying vary 
widely among studies. The estimates of bullying among children and adolescents are mainly 
derived from research in Western countries including Europe, the United States, Canada, and 
Australia. A meta-analysis of 80 studies conducted mainly in Western countries reported 
traditional bullying victimisation ranged from 9.0% to 97.9% (mean 36%) and traditional 
bullying perpetration ranged from 9.7% to 89.6% (mean 35%) (Modecki et al., 2014). 
The range in estimates of cyberbullying tends to be more narrow. The figures for 
cyberbullying victimisation range from 2.2% to 56.2% (mean 15%) and for cyberbullying 
perpetration between 5.3% and 31.5% (mean 16%) (Modecki et al., 2014). Similarly, Tokunaga 
(2010) in his meta synthesis of 25 articles on cyber victimisation reported that the proportion 
of youths who were cyberbullied ranged from 6.5% to 72% in which most estimates were 
between 20% and 40%. A review of 35 papers by Patchin and Hinduja (2012b) produced a 
similarly wide range of estimates of cyber victimisation from 5.5% to 72% (mean 24.4%) and 
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the proportion of youth who perpetrated online was between 18.8% and 40.6% (mean 
27.3%). The rates for being both a victim and a perpetrator of cyberbullying ranged from 3% 
to 14% (Cappadocia, Craig, & Pepler, 2013).  
In Asia, bullying surveys were firstly conducted in Japan in the 1990s (Toda, 2016) and 
then in other countries, such as China, Korea, and Hong Kong (Smith, 2016). A literature 
review of studies conducted in Asian countries shows the prevalence of bullying ranges from 
2% and 85% for traditional bullying victimisation, from 8% to 72% for traditional bullying 
perpetration, from 4% to 54% for cyberbullying victimisation, and between 5% and 35% for 
cyberbullying perpetration (Ang & Goh, 2010; Ang, Tan, & Mansor, 2011; Chan & Wong, 2015; 
Kwan & Skoric, 2013; Songsiri & Musikaphan, 2011; Yang et al., 2013; Zhou et al., 2013). A 
systematic review of bullying studies conducted in Chinese societies—including Mainland 
China, Taiwan, and Hong Kong—reported the prevalence of traditional bullying victimisation 
ranges from 2% to 66%, while the prevalence for traditional bullying perpetration ranges from 
2% to 34% across studies conducted in Mainland China (Chan & Wong, 2015). Also, the 
corresponding figures in Taiwan are between 24% and 50% for bullying victimisation and from 
40% to 68% for school bullying perpetration. The rates for school bullying victimisation among 
adolescents in Hong Kong are between 20% and 62%, while school bullying perpetration 
ranges from 19% to 56% (Chan & Wong, 2015). In South-East Asia, the prevalence of bullying 
victimisation was between 7% and 59% with the higher rates being reported in the Philippines 
(30%–59%) and lower rates in Singapore (12%–37%), Indonesia (13%–36%) and Malaysia 
(7%–30%) (Sittichai & Smith, 2015).  
2.2.2 Variation in estimates may best be explained methodologically 
As is often the case in behavioural epidemiology studies that rely on self-report 
surveys, the estimates vary for many reasons; much of the variation is caused by 
methodological factors (such as sampling and measurement error), while a minority of the 
differences between studies reflects true differences in the underlying risk of bullying due to 
cultural, economic, social, family, and school factors. While much variance is related to factors 
such as the use of lenient or strict cut-off points to classify bullying behaviours, the timeframe, 
and sampling biases (Gradinger, 2010; Tokunaga, 2010; Smith, 2002; Ybarra, 2012; Hemphill, 
2014), much of the variation is caused by how the three criteria of bullying (i.e., intentionality, 
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repetition, and power imbalance) are conceptualised and measured (Hemphill et al., 2014; 
Smith et al., 2002; Ybarra et al., 2012).  
Although the term bullying is well-defined with a consensus agreement on the three 
core features, researchers have faced several challenges that lead to inconsistency and 
incomparability among studies. They include how the term bullying is translated across 
languages (Smith et al., 2002) and how the core features of bullying are measured (Hemphill 
et al., 2014).  
Despite the fact that bullying behaviour is a worldwide phenomenon, the term 
bullying is not easy to translate into some languages (Smith et al., 2002). While the term 
bullying is similar in Scandinavia, countries with Germanic languages, and in English-speaking 
countries such as the United States, concepts representing bullying vary in different languages 
(Smith et al., 2008). For example, there is no direct term reflecting bullying in French (Smith 
et al., 2002). Qualitative studies show no equivalent term for bullying in some Asian 
countries—even though the corresponding behaviours are common among school youth, 
such as in Indonesia (Vambheim, 2010), and in Vietnam (Horton, Lindholm, & Nguyen, 2015). 
In Japan, a Japanese term having the nearest meaning to bullying is ijime; however, the 
emphasis is more on group reaction to the victim in social networks, and refers mainly to 
social exclusion rather than all forms of bullying (Toda, 2016). In Vietnam, the term that most 
represents school bullying is bắt nạt (Horton, 2011; Horton et al., 2015; Tran, Nguyen, Truong, 
Hoang, & Dunne, 2013). By conducting an ethnographic study among Vietnamese school 
adolescents, Horton et al. (2015) showed that Vietnamese students experience bullying 
behaviours similarly to adolescents worldwide (e.g., hitting, kicking, teasing, threatening, or 
excluding); however, the intention behind bullying may not be only to cause harm but also to 
force someone to do things that they do not want to do. Despite the lack of equivalent terms 
of bullying, bullying behaviours are witnessed commonly among school adolescents in Asian 
countries, including Vietnam (Horton, 2011; Vambheim, 2010). However, the different terms 
for bullying in different languages seems to be associated more with the forms and processes 
of bullying rather than the three core features of bullying (Smith, del Barrio, et al., 2012).  
A major difficulty in measuring bullying is conceptualising the core features of bullying 
(intentionality, repetition, and power imbalance) to ensure the measured behaviours are 
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related to bullying rather than aggression (Bauman, Underwood, & Card, 2012; Hemphill et 
al., 2014; Olweus, 2013; Smith, del Barrio, et al., 2012). The way bullying is defined and 
measured affects the estimation of the bullying experience. For example, a systematic review 
of 25 articles published worldwide prior to June 2009 (Tokunaga, 2010) illustrated the highest 
proportion of cyber victimisation in Juvonen and Gross (2008) work. Juvonen and Gross (2008) 
conducted a cross-sectional survey of 1454 American youth aged 12-17 years about their 
experience of cyber victimisation in the last year. The findings showed that 72% of 
adolescents in the sample were bullied online at least once in the year. However, the term 
mean things, defined as anything that someone does that upsets or offends someone else, 
was used instead of bullying or cyberbullying which may lead to overestimation (Tokunaga, 
2010, p. 499). In contrast, much lower prevalence estimates for cyberbullying victimisation 
and perpetration were found in studies which used the term bullying. For instance, an online 
survey conducted in the Netherlands and Germany with 386 grade nine students, mentioned 
the term bullying in the questions asking students if they became victims of online bullying or 
digitally bullied others (Bruhn, 2010, p.30). The findings indicated that in the previous two 
months, 6% of the sample experienced being a victim and 12% a bully (Bruhn, 2010).  
Ybarra et al. (2012) conducted surveys to measure variation in prevalence of bullying 
across four types of questionnaires (Type 1: a bullying definition, including three core criteria, 
and the term bullying; Type 2: a bullying definition only; Type 3: the term bullying only; and 
Type 4: neither a bullying definition nor with the term bullying). The findings showed that 
students using the questionnaire without a definition and the term bullying reported the 
highest rate, whilst the lowest rate was reported by those who used the questionnaire with 
only the term bullying. It is noted that the prevalence estimates achieved with the 
questionnaire with a definition of bullying (but not including the term bullying) were not much 
different from estimates from questionnaires without a definition and the term bullying. It 
may be that the respondents do not read the definition during the survey. It was 
recommended that surveys should include the term bullying in the questions for accurate 
estimation of these behaviours (Ybarra et al., 2012). Not mentioning the term bullying in the 
question and providing a definition of bullying may lead to the reporting of a high prevalence 
of bullying, suggesting the study may be measuring aggression rather than the subset of 
aggression which is bullying (Olweus, 2013; Smith et al., 2002). 
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To date, scholars in the field of bullying have been employing similar approaches in 
that students are given a definition of bullying prior to completing a questionnaire to 
standardise their understanding of this term (Campbell et al., 2012; Cross, Lester, & Barnes, 
2015; Pabian & Vandebosch, 2016). For example, in a study with 3112 students from 29 
Australian schools, in Grade 6 to 12, Campbell et al. (2012) provided definitions of traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying to the respondents. The definitions of traditional bullying and 
cyberbullying are as follows:  
There are lots of different ways to bully someone. A bully wants to hurt the other person 
(it’s not an accident) and does it repeatedly and unfairly (the bully has some advantage over the 
victim). Sometimes a group of students will bully another student (Campbell et al., 2012, p. 392). 
  Cyberbullying is when one person or a group of people repeatedly try to hurt or 
embarrass another person, using their computer or mobile phone, to use power over them. With 
cyberbullying, the person bullying usually has some advantage over the person targeted, and it is 
done on purpose to hurt them, not like an accident or when friends tease each other (Campbell et 
al., 2012, p.392). 
 In this study, the prevalence estimates for bullying were quite low: cyber victims 4.5%, 
cyber bully-victims 1.5%, traditional victims 16.1%, traditional bully-victims 4.7%, cyber and 
traditional victims 4.5%, cyber and traditional bully-victims 5.4%; while not involved students 
accounted for 61.2% of the respondents (Campbell et al., 2012). In several studies, cartoons 
were effectively employed to explore the students’ perception of the bullying experience 
(Almeida, del Barrio, Marques, Gutiérrez, & van der Meulen, 2001; Menesini et al., 2012; 
Smith et al., 2002). Cartoons were also an effective way to provide students with a definition. 
For example, when measuring the prevalence of cyberbullying among nearly 3000 Australian 
students in Grade 8, Cross et al. (2015) provided students with a definition, accompanied by 
several cyberbullying related images, prior to the survey to ensure their understanding of 
cyberbullying.  
2.2.3 The experiences of traditional bullying and cyberbullying are highly correlated 
Global literature indicates very high correlations among forms of traditional bullying 
and cyberbullying. For example, a meta-analysis of 80 studies on traditional and cyberbullying 
victimisation and perpetration among adolescents revealed that the respondents reported 
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similar bullying behaviours in both online and offline settings (Modecki et al., 2014). A high 
correlation exists between traditional and cyberbullying victimisation and between 
traditional and cyberbullying perpetration and cyberbullying perpetration (Modecki et al., 
2014). It is noted that most studies reporting high correlation between traditional bullying 
and cyberbullying among school adolescents employed a similar approach in which students 
were given definitions of bullying prior to the surveys (Campbell et al., 2012; Cross et al., 2015; 
Pabian & Vandebosch, 2016) or the surveys measured both traditional bullying and 
cyberbullying through similar list of items (Hemphill et al., 2012).  
There has been vigorous debate regarding whether bullying through technology is a 
separate phenomenon or just another form of bullying (Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2015; Dooley 
et al., 2009). The crucial debate on bullying among researchers is about the applicability of 
the three features of traditional bullying (i.e., intention to cause harm, repetition, and power 
imbalance) in the context of cyber space. Qualitative research exploring the perception of 
school adolescents indicated that cyberbullying is the electronic form of bullying (Vandebosch 
& Van Cleemput, 2008). By conducting a study with 32 scenarios of cyberbullying with 2257 
school adolescents aged 11-17 years across six European countries, Menesini et al. (2012) 
explored how adolescents define cyberbullying, and the relevance of the three criteria of 
traditional bullying (intentionality, power imbalance, repetition) and the two specific criteria 
of cyberbullying (anonymity and publicity). The findings revealed that adolescents 
emphasised power imbalance and intentionality to distinguish cyberbullying from a joke, 
while they gave little consideration to repetition. Recently there seems to be agreement that 
cyberbullying has all the characteristics of a form of bullying with intention to hurt a given 
target, an imbalance of power, and is usually repetitive (Gladden et al., 2014; Hemphill et al., 
2014; Olweus, 2013; Smith, del Barrio, et al., 2012).  
2.2.4 For most school adolescents, bullying roles are not stable 
Scholars have identified four main bullying roles that school adolescents can be 
involved in: bully, victim, bully-victim, and bystander (Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, 
Österman, & Kaukiainen, 1996; Vivolo-Kantor, Martell, Holland, & Westby, 2014). Students 
can identify their own bullying roles through interactions with peers (Gumpel, Zioni-Koren, & 
Bekerman, 2014; Salmivalli et al., 1996). 
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Globally, adolescents who are victims only account for between 10% and 30% of the 
adolescent population (Gladden et al., 2014; Gumpel et al., 2014; Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, 
et al., 2015; Solberg, Olweus, & Endresen, 2007; Vlachou, Andreou, Botsoglou, & Didaskalou, 
2011). Generally, research shows that those who only bully (i.e., are not victims themselves) 
are much fewer than those who are victims only, accounting for 3% to 15% of adolescents 
(Gumpel et al., 2014; Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015; Solberg et al., 2007). Bullies who 
intentionally use a variety of negative actions, such as hitting, kicking and teasing to cause 
harm (Olweus, 1994, 1996) were most predominant (Gumpel et al., 2014). The bully-victim or 
provocative victim (Vivolo-Kantor et al., 2014) includes those who experience bullying as both 
a bully and a victim (Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015; Salmivalli, 2010). Prevalence 
estimates of bully-victim status vary widely across studies. A review of ten studies by Solberg, 
Olweus, & Endresen (2007) reported wide range of estimates of bully-victim status from 0.4% 
to nearly 29%. Meanwhile, a recent study in UK found about 7%-8% of youth aged 10-13 years 
are involved in bully-victim group (Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015). Generally, the 
prevalence of bully-victim is lower than rates of pure bullies or pure victims (Solberg et al., 
2007; Yang & Salmivalli, 2015). 
The victim, bully, or bully-victim may also play a role as bystander. A bystander is 
defined variously by scholars. For example, bystanders are those who are involved in the 
bullying as reinforcer of the bully, assistant of the bully, or defender of the victim, whilst 
outsiders are those who do not notice bullying events (Salmivalli et al., 1996). Bystanders have 
been defined as those who witness bullying events and are inactive (Rivers & Noret, 2010). 
Following Olweus (1996) measurement, Obermann (2011, p.247) classified bystanders into 
different roles based on students’ subjective perception: unconcerned bystanders are those 
who just watch bullying events, guilty bystanders are those who do nothing but think that 
they ought to help the victim, and defenders are those who try to help the victim in some 
way. In reality, some students can act as helping bystanders or non-helping bystanders, 
depending on the context of the bullying. According to Salmivalli et al. (1996), there is a 
gender difference, whereby males are more likely to be reinforcers and assistants; while 
females are more likely to be defenders and outsiders. 
It is notable that school adolescents may be involved in a single bullying role as victim, 
bully, or bystander; or multiple roles in any combination (Rivers & Noret, 2010). The bullying 
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positions which students hold can be considered as continuums rather than fixed roles 
(Gumpel et al., 2014; Obermann, 2011).  
Researchers have conducted longitudinal studies to explore how the bullying roles 
change over time. In general, longitudinal school-based studies on bullying find a slight 
decrease over one, two, or even three school years (Cross et al., 2015; Olweus, 2013; Pabian 
& Vandebosch, 2016). For example, a longitudinal study with 1802 Belgian students at the 
baseline (1103 at the four follow-up surveys), aged 10-14 years old, reported a stable pattern 
in prevalence of cyberbullying perpetration at four time points over two years: 6.7% (Time 1), 
8.2% (Time 2), 5.2% (Time 3), and 5.0% (Time 4); the corresponding figures for traditional 
bullying victimisation were 21.5% (Time 1), 14.9% (Time 2), 10.4% (Time 3), and 7.7% (Time 
4) (Pabian & Vandebosch, 2016). Following 1,504 students, aged eight-years old over three 
years (2010–2012), Cross et al. (2015) reported the bullying victimisation for each year: 
traditional victims 47.7%, 40.3%, and 35.8%; cyber victims 2.3%, 2.4%, and 2.5%; and 
traditional and cyber victims 25.0%, 23.8%, and 21.8%. However, it is noted that this general 
stable pattern reflects estimates for bullying roles rather than change in individual students. 
This is important because a student may retain their bullying role or change from non-
involvement to be a new victim, new perpetrator, and vice versa over time whilst the 
prevalence of bullying roles of the whole sample may not change.  
There have been quite a few studies capturing the dynamic pattern of bullying roles 
over time, and nearly all have been conducted in Western countries (Bettencourt, Farrell, Liu, 
& Sullivan, 2013; Boivin, Petitclerc, Feng, & Barker, 2010; Cappadocia et al., 2013; Goldbaum 
et al., 2003; Lester, Cross, Dooley, & Shaw, 2013; Pabian & Vandebosch, 2016; Pepler et al., 
2008; Ryoo et al., 2015; Williford, Boulton, & Jenson, 2014). So far, there seems to be only 
one published study on the stability of traditional bullying in Asia (Kim, Boyce, Koh, & 
Leventhal, 2009).  
Most studies have examined change in bullying roles over time using latent class or 
trajectories analysis. Pepler et al. (2008) identified four trajectories of bullying perpetration 
by following 871 Canadian students (aged 10 to 14 years) over seven years, with eight waves 
of data. The trajectories uncovered were: (i) consistently high bullying (9.9%), (ii) desisting 
bullying (13.4%), (iii) consistently moderate bullying (35.1%), and (iv) almost never reported 
bullying (41.6%). In a two-wave repeated-measure study over one year of 1972 Canadian high 
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school adolescents (881 boys) in Grades 9–11, Cappadocia et al. (2013) reported three distinct 
bullying roles over time: (i) cyberbullying (88.4% not involved, 4.9% involved at Time 1, 4.7% 
involved at Time 2, and 1.9% involved at both times), (ii) cyber victimisation (86.5% not 
involved, 5.1% involved at Time 1, 6.1% involved at Time 2, and 1.9% involved at both times), 
(iii) simultaneous cyberbullying and cyber victimisation (95.4% not involved, 1.4% involved at 
Time 1, 2.7% involved at Time 2, and 0.5% involved at both times). In the United States, 
Williford et al. (2014) found four distinct groups among 458 fourth graders over three years: 
(i) bully (12%-24%), (ii) victim (25%-39%), (iii) bully/victim (7%-12%), (iv) not involved (37%–
40%). Ryoo et al. (2015) followed 1180 American students in Grades 5-9 across three time 
points to examine how students changed their involvement in traditional bullying over time, 
and found four subgroups of victimisation: (i) frequent victim (11.2%), (ii) occasional 
traditional victim (28.9%), (iii) occasional cyber and traditional victim (10.3%), and (iv) 
infrequent victim (49.6%); and three subgroups of traditional bullying: (i) frequent 
perpetrator (5.1%), (ii) occasional verbal/relational perpetrator (26.0%), and (iii) infrequent 
perpetrator (68.8%). In Belgium, Pabian and Vandebosch (2016) found four distinct groups of 
bullying perpetration by following 1103 adolescents (aged 10-14 years) over 3 years: (i) 
nonstop traditional bullies (9.8%), (ii) decreasing (traditional and cyber) bullies (7%), 
increasing (traditional and cyber) bullies (2.5%), and non-involved (80.7%). Ryoo et al. (2015), 
who are among the relatively few researchers examining both traditional and cyberbullying 
victimisation and perpetration, revealed different patterns of stability in bullying roles, and 
found that cyberbullying did not occur separately from traditional bullying over time. Among 
adolescents, infrequent involvement in victimisation and/or perpetration tends to be quite 
stable over time but frequent, severe bullying tends not to be stable (Ryoo et al., 2015). 
Although popular social perception may suggest that children tend to be either a bully 
or a victim and the behaviours are stable over time, research shows a more complex picture. 
Findings of an ethnographic study conducted with 10th Grade adolescents revealed that 
‘many roles are fluid’ in specific situational contexts (Gumpel et al., 2014, p.225). It is 
hypothesised that for many young people, involvement in bullying is not fixed to a particular 
role. Over time, a smaller minority of youth report persistent victimisation or bully-victim 
experiences than those who report unstable involvement (35.2% for unstable victim versus 
12.6% for stable victim; 19.4% for unstable bully-victim versus 2.6% for stable bully-victim) 
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(Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015). Many young people describe transient experiences 
of becoming, or ceasing to be victims, perpetrators or bully-victims. Table 2-1 presents a 
review of studies examining stability and change patterns of bullying roles over time. 
In conclusion, past studies have examined patterns of bullying roles over time using 
latent class or trajectories analysis within long-term observations. However, the studies were 
mostly based on a single grade level or they did not simultaneously examine both traditional 
and cyberbullying victimisation and perpetration experiences. As a result, the overlap 
between different bullying roles (as victims, bullies, bully-victims of traditional and 
cyberbullying) has not been researched. 
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Table 2-1 Stability and changes in bullying roles over time among longitudinal studies  
Authors Country Participants 
Methods 
Measured bullying forms 
 
Trends in bullying roles over time 
Pepler et al. (2008) 
‘Developmental trajectories of 
bullying and associated factors’ 
Canada 871 students  
Aged 10-14 years 
8 waves of data in 7 years  
Analysis of trajectories 
Data collection: 1995-1997 
Traditional bullying 
perpetration 
 
Consistently high bullying (9.9%), 
Desisting bullying (13.4%), 
Consistently moderate bullying (35.1%),  
Almost never reported bullying (41.6%). 
Cappadocia et al. (2013) 
‘Cyberbullying prevalence, 
stability, and risk factors during 
adolescence’ 
 
Canada 1972 students  
Grades 9-11 
2 waves, one-year interval 
Prevalence rates at Time 1, 
Time 2 
Data collection:  2006-2007 
Cyber victimisation 
Cyber perpetration 
 
 
Cyber victims 
86.5% not involved, 5.1% involved Time 1 
6.1% involved Time 2 
1.9% involved both times  
Cyber bullies 
88.4% not involved, 4.9% involved Time 1, 4.7% 
involved Time 2, 1.9% involved both times) 
Cyberbully-victims 
95.4% not involved, 1.4% involved Time 1, 2.7% 
involved Time 2, 0.5% involved both times 
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Authors Country Participants 
Methods 
Measured bullying forms 
 
Trends in bullying roles over time 
Williford et al. (2014) ‘Transitions 
between subclasses of bullying 
and victimisation when entering 
middle school’  
United 
States 
1077 students  
Grades 4-5 (elementary 
school) to Grade 6 (middle 
school) 
2 waves  
12-month follow-up 
Data collection: 2003-2004; 
2005-2006 
Traditional victimisation 
Traditional perpetration 
Traditional victim (25%-39%)  
Traditional bully (12%-24%)  
Traditional bully/victim (7%-12%) 
Ryoo et al. (2015) ‘Examination 
of the change in latent statuses 
in bullying behaviours across 
time’ 
 
United 
States  
1180 students 
Grades 5-9 
3 time points 
6-month interval 
Data collection: 2005-2006 
Latent class analysis 
 
Traditional victimisation 
Traditional perpetration 
Cyber victim 
Cyber perpetration 
Victims 
Frequent traditional victim (11.2%) 
Occasional traditional victim (28.9%) 
Infrequent traditional victim (49.6%)  
Occasional cyber and traditional victim (10.3%), 
Bullies 
Frequent perpetrator (5.1%)  
Occasional verbal/relational perpetrator (26.0%)  
Infrequent perpetrator (68.8%) 
Pabian and Vandebosch (2016) 
Developmental Trajectories of 
(Cyber) Bullying Perpetration and 
Social Intelligence During Early 
Adolescence 
Belgium 1103 students,  
10–14 years 
4 waves 
6-month interval 
Data collection: 2011-2013 
Latent class analysis 
Traditional perpetration 
Cyber perpetration 
Nonstop traditional bullies (9.8%) 
Decreasing (traditional and cyber) bullies (7% 
Increasing (traditional and cyber) bullies (2.5%) 
Non-involved (80.7%) 
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Authors Country Participants 
Methods 
Measured bullying forms 
 
Trends in bullying roles over time 
Kim et al. (2009) ‘Time trends, 
trajectories, and demographic 
predictors of bullying: A 
prospective study in Korean 
adolescents’  
 
Korea 1666 students 
Grades 7-8 
2 time points 
Data collection: 2000-2001 
Analysis of trajectories 
 
Traditional victimisation 
Traditional perpetration 
Time 1: Neither (59.9%), victims (14.3%), bullies 
(16.9%), Bully-victims (8.8%) 
Time 2: Neither (65.0%), victims (11.0%), bullies 
(16.9%), Bully-victims (7.0%) 
52%–58% of victims (Time 1) and 74% of bully-
victims (Time 1) remained their roles at Time 2 
Lester et al. (2013) 
‘Developmental trajectories of 
adolescent victimization: 
Predictors and outcomes’ 
Australia 3462 secondary-school 
adolescents 
4 waves 
Data collection: 2005-2007 
Analysis of trajectories 
Traditional victimisation Not bullied (40%) 
Low stable (52%) 
Low increasing (4%) 
Medium stable (4%) 
Goldbaum et al. (2003) 
‘Developmental trajectories of 
victimisation’ 
United 
States 
1241 children 
Grades 5-7 
Data collection: N/a 
Analysis of trajectories 
Traditional victimisation Non-victims 
Late onset victims 
Stable victims 
Desisters 
Sumter, Baumgartner, 
Valkenburg, and Peter (2012) 
‘Developmental trajectories of 
peer victimization: Off-line and 
online experiences during 
adolescence’ 
Netherlan
ds  
1762 students 
12–17 years 
4 waves 
6-month interval 
Data collection: 2008-2009 
Analysis of trajectories 
Traditional victimisation 
Cyber victimisation 
Traditional victimisation 
Low to no 
Moderate and decreasing  
High and decreasing  
Cyber victimisation 
Low to no 
Moderate  
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Authors Country Participants 
Methods 
Measured bullying forms 
 
Trends in bullying roles over time 
Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al. 
(2015) 
 
UK 4101 students 
3 waves: 10 years, 13 
years, and 18 years 
 
Traditional victims 
Traditional bully-victims 
Unstable pure victim (35.2%) vs. Stable pure 
victim (12.6%) 
Unstable bully/victim (19.4%) vs. Stable 
bully/victim (2.6%) 
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2.3 FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH BULLYING ROLES 
There is consensus among researchers that bullying is a very complex 
phenomenon, with a variety of causal factors and outcomes (Swearer Napolitano & 
Espelage, 2011). In this regard, and consistent with some prior research (Swearer 
Napolitano & Espelage, 2011; Swearer & Doll, 2001; Swearer & Espelage, 2004; 
Swearer et al., 2006), the current study will employ the social ecological perspective 
to examine bullying in an effort to understand how individual characteristics and 
environments influence the risk of bullying victimisation and perpetration among 
Vietnamese adolescents. 
Social ecological theory, originally introduced by Bronfenbrenner (1977) and 
updated by Bronfenbrenner and Bronfenbrenner (2009), examines the influences of 
the contextual environment on individual behaviour. Bronfenbrenner and 
Bronfenbrenner (2009, p.3) viewed human society as a social ecological system with 
‘a set of nested structures, each inside the next”. The whole system comprises four 
multiple levels of context:  micro-system, meso-system, exo-system, and macro-
system (Figure 2-1). Individuals with a set of characteristics such as knowledge, 
attitudes, personal belief, behaviour, skills, and health status are influenced by the 
multi-level system. The four-level system is described as follows:  
- The micro-system refers to the direct interrelationships among individuals 
and other formal/informal social networks including family (parents, siblings), 
classroom (peers), school (teachers), workplace (colleagues), or cyber space 
(online friends). Micro-systems affect and directly shape an individual’s 
characteristics.  
- The meso-system refers to the interconnection among settings of the micro-
system (home, school, counselling services, work place). For example, parents 
communicate with others such as teachers or counselling consultants about 
their child’s bullying behaviour at school. The micro-system is influenced by 
this meso-system.  
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- The exo-system refers to the characteristics and formal/informal rules or 
regulations of social institutions. For example, a school with strict regulations 
against bullying will influence the way teachers educate their students. The 
exo-system influences both the meso-system and micro-system. 
- The macro-system refers to the social cultural context including social belief, 
values, customs, the sub-culture of a particular social group, laws and public 
policies. The macro-system affects all lower level systems and indirectly 
influences an individual’s behaviour. For example, if there is a strong social 
belief that male student’s aggression is normal or acceptable, this may lead 
to a high proportion of school bullying among male students because their 
behaviour will likely to be less concerned and controlled by the family, school, 
and other social institutions. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2-1 Social ecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Bronfenbrenner 
& Bronfenbrenner, 2009)  
The social–ecological model has been applied by numerous researchers in the 
fields of health promotion and mental health (Fanti, Demetriou, & Hawa, 2012; 
McLeroy, Bibeau, Steckler, & Glanz, 1988; Swearer et al., 2006; Taiariol, 2010). In the 
field of bullying, researchers applied the social–ecological perspective to examine the 
MACROSYSTEM
EXOSYSTEM
MESOSYSTEM
MICROSYSTEM
Individual
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occurrence of bullying victimisation and perpetration within the ecological context 
(Hong & Espelage, 2012; Swearer Napolitano & Espelage, 2011; Swearer et al., 2006). 
Researchers believe the reasons why children and adolescents are bullied or bully 
others are not only related to socioeconomic characteristics but also to the 
environments around them, such as the action of peers, responses to bullying by 
teachers and other adult caretakers at school, family factors including both positive 
and negative ones, cultural characteristics, and even community factors (Hong & 
Espelage, 2012; Swearer & Doll, 2001; Swearer & Espelage, 2011). Swearer 
Napolitano and Espelage (2011) proposed an expanded social ecological framework 
to examine bullying roles as victim, bully, and bully-victim within the context of 
family, peers, school, and community (Figure 2-2). 
 
Figure 2-2 Elements of the social ecological framework applied to bullying 
among children and adolescents (Swearer Napolitano & Espelage, 2011)  
The next section focuses on examining factors associated with bulling roles as 
victim, bully, and bully-victim within the context of the recent ecological framework 
expanded by Swearer Napolitano and Espelage (2011). By applying the social 
ecological framework in this study, risk and protective factors for bullying 
involvement, as victim or bully, among adolescents are examined within the complex 
interrelationships between individuals and multilevel settings, such as family, school, 
peers, and socio-cultural environment. 
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2.3.1 Individual level characteristics 
Individual characteristics or socio-demographic factors include age, sex, race, 
and other factors such as individual attitudes, personal beliefs, skills, and individual 
behaviours (Germov, 2009).  
Age has been examined as an important factor associated with bullying 
involvement. Numerous studies have reported the highest frequency of bullying 
perpetration during the middle school years and the lowest during the high school 
years (Hong & Espelage, 2012). Also, younger students in middle schools are more 
likely to be victimised by their peers than those who are older (Chan & Wong, 2015; 
Hong & Espelage, 2012). It is explained that the early stage of adolescence is a 
challenging period where youth explore and shape their social status and social roles 
among peer groups (Pellegrini & Long, 2002). As a result, students in early middle 
school may be motivated to use violent behaviours to gain social dominance over 
peers in their new environment (Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim, & Sadek, 2010; Olthof, 
Goossens, Vermande, Aleva, & van der Meulen, 2011; Pellegrini & Long, 2002).  
It is important to access whether gender is an associated factor of bullying 
involvement. The majority of studies report that male adolescents are more likely to 
be involved in traditional bullying perpetration than their female counterparts (Hong 
& Espelage, 2012; Li, 2006, 2007a). The literature also indicates that boys are more 
likely to be engaged in bullying as victims or perpetrators than girls in Asian countries 
(Chan & Wong, 2015; Yang et al., 2013; Zhou et al., 2013). This may be related to 
values that define good girls as gentle, kind, dependent and good boys as active, 
brave, and independent in Asian countries (Zhou et al., 2013). 
Personal beliefs and attitudes play an important role in shaping individual’s 
behaviours (Bandura, 1986). Anti-bullying or pro-victim attitudes, which are defined 
as the belief that bullying is not acceptable and victims should be protected, were 
examined as a risk factor in school bullying studies (Rigby & Slee, 1991; Vernberg, 
Jacobs, & Hershberger, 1999). According to Vernberg et al. (1999), both boys and girls 
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holding favourable attitudes toward aggression were more likely to bully their peers 
than those holding unfavourable attitudes. Consistent with this, Rigby and Slee 
(1991) recommended that school-based anti-bullying programs start at the primary 
school level since these students have more pro-victim attitudes than older students. 
Researchers have examined the relationship between attitude toward bullying and 
cyberbullying victimisation and perpetration (Burton, Florell, & Wygant, 2013; 
Elledge et al., 2013). For example, Elledge et al. (2013) used the pro-victim scale of 
Rigby and Slee (1991) in his survey of 16 634 students in 146 schools in Finland (mean 
age was 12.9 years, 51% female). Students with a lower score on pro-victim attitudes 
engaged in cyberbullying perpetration 2.6 times more often than those with a higher 
level of pro-victim attitude. Additionally, adolescents who had higher normative 
beliefs about aggression tend to be involved as traditional bullies, traditional victims, 
cyberbullies, and cyber victims (Burton et al., 2013). 
Cyberbullying researchers have found an association between cyberbullying 
and Internet and social media usage, including computers, mobile phones, and 
instant messaging (Li, 2007a, 2007b; Mishna, Khoury-Kassabri, Gadalla, & Daciuk, 
2012; Sticca, Ruggieri, Alsaker, & Perren, 2013; Zhou et al., 2013). For example, Zhou 
et al. (2013) reported that students who spend more time using the Internet per day 
are more likely to experience cyberbullying as either perpetrators or victims, and the 
risk is greater if students access the Internet in their bedroom or have a high rate of 
instant messaging. The relationship between frequency of online communication and 
cyberbullying was also examined in a longitudinal study conducted by Sticca et al. 
(2013). The findings demonstrated that adolescents who spent more time using the 
Internet at the first survey period (Time 1) had a higher risk of cyberbullying at the 
six-month follow-up period (Time 2). 
Research consistently indicates that mental health problems—such as 
depression, psychological distress, loneliness, and suicidal ideation—are associated 
with both traditional and cyber victimisation (Bauman, Toomey, & Walker, 2013; 
Şahin, 2012; Wang, Nansel, & Iannotti, 2011). While several studies found symptoms 
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of depression and psychological distress are predictors of being victimised among 
adolescents (Cappadocia et al., 2013; Goldbaum et al., 2003; Lester et al., 2013; Yang 
et al., 2013), others found mental health problems are consequences of bullying 
victimisation (Gámez-Guadix, Orue, Smith, & Calvete, 2013; Lester et al., 2013). A 
longitudinal study conducted with 1344 Korean children, aged 10 years at baseline, 
found that depressive symptoms at baseline predict traditional and cyberbullying 
roles two years later (when the children were aged 12 years) (Yang et al., 2013). 
Notably, previous studies have reported relationships between mental health 
problems and any type of victimisation (i.e., victims or bully-victims)—both online 
and offline (Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015; Yang et al., 2013).   
2.3.2 Family related factors 
Features of parent-child relationships can be either protective or risk factors 
for engagement in bullying. In bullying and cyberbullying studies, close relationships 
between parents and children are found to be a protective factor (Fanti et al., 2012; 
Songsiri & Musikaphan, 2011; Yang et al., 2013; Zhou et al., 2013). According to Zhou 
et al. (2013), parental monitoring of Internet usage protects adolescents in virtual 
space. Also, students who lack parental Internet-usage restrictions are more likely to 
perpetrate bullying online, whilst there was no significant association between 
parents’ Internet-usage restrictions and cyber victimisation (Zhou et al., 2013). Family 
support has been examined as a protective factor against both traditional and 
cyberbullying roles. Students with no bullying report having more maternal social 
support than do victims, whilst there appears to be no significant differences in social 
support among bullies and bully-victims compared with those not involved (Holt & 
Espelage, 2007). Interestingly, students with high family support report lower risk of 
both cyberbullying victimisation and perpetration, especially among students 
experiencing low friend support (Fanti et al., 2012). Consistently, living with a single 
parent increased the risk of traditional bullying victimisation and perpetration (Yang 
et al., 2013) and cyber victimisation for adolescents (Fanti et al., 2012; Yang et al., 
2013). A longitudinal study found that adolescents witnessing parental violence at 
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baseline were more likely to be involved in bullying, both in school and online, at a 
later time later (Hemphill et al., 2012). Adolescents who were bullied by their 
sibling(s) are also more likely to be victimised by their peers (Tucker, Finkelhor, 
Turner, & Shattuck, 2014) and to be victims and perpetrators, both offline and online 
(Tanrikulu & Campbell, 2014). 
2.3.3 Peer related factors  
Peer groups have significant influences on children’s behaviour (Bandura, 
1986). Young people who have antisocial friends in early adolescence are more likely 
to engage in both traditional and cyberbullying perpetration (Hemphill et al., 2012). 
Studies have shown that students who do not have peer social support may be more 
likely to be cyber victims (Fanti et al., 2012) and traditional victims (Furlong & 
Maynard, 1995). Elledge et al. (2013) found that the prevalence of cyberbullying is 
lower when collective pro-victim attitudes of a class are at a high level. Similarly, 
victimisation at school declines when peers do not approve of bullying (Denny et al., 
2015). It means that the class’ social norms may have an effect on students’ 
behaviour regardless of whether they are inside or outside of the school. 
2.3.4 School related factors  
School environment may predict adolescents’ bullying roles in school and 
cyber settings. Longitudinal associations between low commitment to school and 
traditional and cyberbullying perpetration have been observed in previous studies 
(Hemphill et al., 2012). Students who lack teachers’ restrictions on their mobile 
phone usage appear more likely to be at risk of being victims and perpetrators online 
(Zhou et al., 2013). One study found that school social support was not significantly 
associated with cyberbullying victimisation and perpetration (Fanti et al., 2012). 
Interestingly, there is a positive correlation between cyberbullying and student’s 
perception about teacher’s ability to prevent bullying (Elledge et al., 2013). It is 
possible that if students are aware of their teachers trying to stop bullying in school, 
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they change their strategy to bully their peers in a virtual space where the teachers 
are less able to monitor the behaviour due to the sophisticated techniques and 
platforms online (Elledge et al., 2013). Online activities of students may be invisible 
to many teachers, especially because the majority of students who are cyberbullied 
do not disclose to their teachers (Mishna et al., 2012). This may be because students 
assumed that school staff could not help them (Li, 2007a). 
Most recent knowledge in the field is based on cross-sectional studies (Hong 
& Espelage, 2012; Tokunaga, 2010). Relatively little is known about predictors of 
bullying roles over time. Scholars recommend further longitudinal studies to clarify 
the causal relationships between putative risk factors and both traditional and 
cyberbullying victimisation and perpetration (Sticca et al., 2013; Tokunaga, 2010). 
Existing longitudinal studies have shown that adolescents who had a higher level of 
anti-social behaviours (Cappadocia et al., 2013), few prosocial peer influences and 
low friendship quality (Cappadocia et al., 2013; Goldbaum et al., 2003; Pepler et al., 
2008), poor parental monitoring, less parental trust, and conflict with parents (Pepler 
et al., 2008) were more likely to become involved or to increase traditional or 
cyberbullying perpetration over time. Adolescents in transition from primary school 
to secondary school (Cappadocia et al., 2013) and those with poor mental health 
(depression, anxiety) (Cappadocia et al., 2013; Goldbaum et al., 2003; Lester et al., 
2013) are more likely to be bullied over time.  
The present study will contribute to the literature by applying the ecological 
model (Bronfenbrenner & Bronfenbrenner, 2009) to examine risk and protective 
factors for stability and change in bullying roles among school adolescents. In this 
study I hypothesise that students’ bullying roles (as not-involved, victim, bully, or 
bully-victim) and their degree of participation in bullying change over time and are 
influenced by particular individual characteristics and family, peer and school 
relationships.   
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2.4 THE ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN BULLYING AND MENTAL HEALTH  
The impacts of traditional bullying and cyberbullying on adolescent 
development has been shown to be negative. Previous studies found that negative 
outcomes of bullying are both psychological and social (Arseneault et al., 2010). The 
degree of these effects depends on frequency, duration, and the severity of the 
actions, indicating that the higher the frequency of bullying, the higher the degree of 
long-term problems faced by victims (Tokunaga, 2010). The impact of bullying on 
mental health may depend on the different forms employed (Menesini et al., 2012; 
Nocentini et al., 2010; Ortega et al., 2012). A series of studies found that visual 
practices, such as posting or sending private photos/video clips, have the most severe 
impact on mental health; phone calls and instant message have less serious impact; 
and other practices such as nasty text messages, rude emails, insults on websites, 
insults in chat-rooms, and insults on blogs have an impact that ranges from moderate 
to high levels of severity (Menesini et al., 2011; Nocentini et al., 2010).  
The association between cyberbullying and psychological wellbeing can be 
measured in both victims and perpetrators (Patchin & Hinduja, 2010; Tokunaga, 
2010), with victims more likely to experience psychological problems than 
perpetrators (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010; Patchin & Hinduja, 2010). Cyberbullying 
victimisation has been associated with emotional problems (Ortega et al., 2012; 
Schultze-Krumbholz, Jakel, Schultze, & Scheithauer, 2012), psychological distress 
(Schneider, O'Donnell, Stueve, & Coulter, 2012), loneliness (Şahin, 2012),  low self-
esteem (Patchin & Hinduja, 2010), depression (Goebert, Else, Matsu, Chung-Do, & 
Chang, 2011), anxiety (Goebert et al., 2011; Wright et al., 2010), suicidal ideation 
(Goebert et al., 2011; Hinduja & Patchin, 2010), and increased substance use among 
victimised students (Goebert et al., 2011). For example, Patchin and Hinduja (2010) 
in a survey of 1963 students, studying at 30 middle schools in the United States, 
showed that students who reported cyberbullying victimisation and perpetration had 
lower self-esteem than those who were non-perpetrators and non-victims.  
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Hinduja and Patchin (2010) found that both victims and perpetrators of 
cyberbullying were more likely to have suicidal thoughts and to attempt suicide than 
those who were not involved. Students who were bullied were more likely to have 
suicidal thought and actions than perpetrators. Cyberbullying victimisation was more 
strongly related to depression (nearly 2 times) and suicide attempts (3.2 times) than 
cyberbullying perpetration (Goebert et al., 2011).  
Although these correlations indicate the impact of cyberbullying, the causal 
relationships between cyberbullying and mental health problems are not clear 
(Bauman, Cross, et al., 2012; Tokunaga, 2010). For example, Gámez-Guadix et al. 
(2013) measured the longitudinal relationship between cyberbullying and depressive 
symptoms among adolescents and found that cyber victims are more likely to be 
depressed; conversely, those who have depressive symptoms tend to be 
cyberbullied. While cross sectional suggests quite clearly the associations between 
cyberbullying and mental health problems of perpetrators and victims; longitudinal 
researchers are more conservative about confirming these associations (Lester, 
Cross, & Shaw, 2012; Schultze-Krumbholz et al., 2012). 
Longitudinal studies examining the associations between bullying roles and 
mental health of adolescents have mostly been conducted in Western countries. 
Some studies examined the longitudinal associations between bullying experiences 
at baseline and mental health and social functioning at follow-up surveys (Cross et 
al., 2015; Gámez-Guadix et al., 2013; Hemphill et al., 2011; Schultze-Krumbholz et al., 
2012). For instance, a longitudinal study followed 5769 students in Australia and the 
United States to examine the influence of traditional victimisation and perpetration 
in Year 7 and Year 10 on mental health outcomes in Year 11 (Hemphill et al., 2011). 
The findings indicated that there was no significant association between traditional 
bullying victimisation and perpetration in Year 7 and any psychosocial outcomes 
(including suspension from school, carrying a weapon, theft, violent behaviour, 
marijuana use, binge drinking, and depression symptoms) in Year 11. However, 
adolescents who traditionally bullied others in Year 10 had higher odds of theft, 
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violent behaviour and binge drinking in Year 11 (one year later), and those who were 
traditionally victimised in Year 10 had significantly greater odds of depressive 
symptoms in Year 11 (Hemphill et al., 2011). The impacts of cyberbullying and 
traditional bullying were observed in another study. By following 1504 Australian 
school adolescents from age 13 to 15 years, Cross et al. (2015) revealed that in all 
three time points the students who experienced both cyber and traditional 
victimisation had a higher odds of severe problems (i.e., being very upset) and stayed 
away from school more than those who were only traditionally bullied. 
Young people who experience any type of victimisation generally have poorer 
mental health and more self-harm behaviour than those who are not victimised 
(Geoffroy et al., 2016; Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015). A longitudinal study 
following 1168 children examined the relationships between traditional victimisation 
and serious suicidal ideation and suicidal attempt from age 13 to 15 years (Geoffroy 
et al., 2016). The findings indicated that adolescents who were traditional victims at 
age 13 had significantly higher odds of suicidal ideation (OR = 2.3) and suicidal 
attempt (OR = 3.0) at age 15 years, and those victimised at both time points had the 
greatest odds of suicidal ideation (OR = 5.4) and suicidal attempt (OR = 5.8) at age 15 
years. Another longitudinal study—assessing the associations between the bullying 
roles of 4101 children in the United Kingdom at 10 years and 13 years and their 
mental health at 18 years—revealed that any type of victimisation (i.e., victims or 
bully-victims) tend to report higher levels of depression, psychotic experiences, and 
anxiety (regardless of whether the experiences were stable or not stable over time) 
compared with those not involved (Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015).  
Although previous studies have shown relationships between victimisation 
and perpetration and adverse mental health outcomes—regardless of the temporal 
stability of bullying roles (Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015), the degree to which 
mental health is affected may depend to some extent on the temporal patterns in 
bullying roles. It is expected that students who experience bullying at low or declining 
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levels will have better mental health than those for whom bullying roles increase or 
remain at high levels over time.  
2.5 STUDIES ON BULLYING IN VIETNAM 
Vietnam was the first country in Asia to ratify the United National Convention 
on the Rights of the Child in 1990 (UNICEF in Vietnam, 2016). However, school 
violence in Vietnam was not publicly discussed much until recent years when a 
number of cases of extreme violence among students were reported in the mass 
media and in social networks. Since then, bullying and violence among school 
adolescents have become prominent in the media and the scientific community in 
Vietnam. Much attention has been focused on exploring the prevalence and factors 
associated with school violence (Nguyen & Tran, 2013; Nguyen, 2012) and child 
maltreatment (Le, Holton, Nguyen, Wolfe, & Fisher, 2015; Nguyen, Dunne, & Le, 
2010) rather than bullying and cyberbullying in a school context (Horton, 2010, 2011; 
Horton et al., 2015). 
Much of the still limited research literature on this topic in Vietnam has 
examined prevalence of physical punishment, emotional maltreatment, and sexual 
maltreatment (Michaelson, 2004; Nguyen et al., 2010). Regarding physical violence, 
a study of 2800 children and young people conducted in Hanoi, Lao Cai, and An Giang 
found 70% of the respondents had been exposed to lifetime physical punishment. 
The proportion of violence in the past 12 months varies across studies and age 
groups. Figures from Young Lives data, a longitudinal study in four developing 
countries including Vietnam, showed that there is increasing violence among some 
age groups (Nguyen & Tran, 2013). However, physical punishment by teachers is 
lower than the rates of students fighting in both younger and older cohorts (Nguyen 
& Tran, 2013). In terms of emotional abuse, a cross-sectional study of 2591 students 
aged 12–18 years old in Hanoi and Hai Duong in 2006 showed that 39.5% of 
respondents reported having at least one type of emotional abuse, while the 
proportions of physical, sexual abuse and neglect were 47.5%, 19.7%, and 29.3%, 
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respectively (Nguyen et al., 2010; Nguyen, 2006). Noticeably, in the study combining 
qualitative and quantitative study in Hai Phong among junior secondary school 
students, Horton (2011) used the term bắt nạt to measure different forms including 
physical and non-physical bullying, as well as direct and non-direct bullying. Horton 
found that 56.8% of students indicated they had been bullied. Horton (2011), 
however, did not include the three criterion of bullying (intentionality, repetition, and 
power-imbalance) in the measurement. Horton used a single item to measure 
bullying which may not be as valid as a more comprehensive set of questions.  
Vietnamese studies have found that levels of physical violence among male 
adolescents tends to be higher than among female adolescents; but females were 
more likely to report emotional abuse than were males (Nguyen et al., 2010). Being 
a girl from an ethnic minority background is associated with a lower likelihood of 
reporting physical violence at age 8 and 12 years (Nguyen & Tran, 2013). Regardless 
of the differences in measures of school violence and bullying, these findings in 
Vietnam tend to be consistent with global patterns (Modecki et al., 2014), especially 
with those of other countries in East Asia (Dunne, Pham, Le, & Sun, 2016; Sittichai & 
Smith, 2015). 
2.6 THE NEED FOR LONGITUDINAL STUDY: WHAT IS STILL UNKNOWN? 
World literature shows an increasing number of longitudinal studies that 
examine dynamic patterns of change in bullying roles, and predictors and 
consequences of these changes over time. Longitudinal studies show a stable pattern 
or slight decrease in prevalence of bullying victimisation and perpetration (Olweus, 
2013; Pabian & Vandebosch, 2016). Studies also capture dynamic patterns of stability 
or change in bullying roles over time, such as stable or unstable (Lereya, Copeland, 
Zammit, et al., 2015), frequent or infrequent (Ryoo et al., 2015), low stable or 
medium stable (Lester et al., 2013), moderate-decreasing or high-decreasing (Sumter 
et al., 2012), and nonstop, decreasing, or increasing (Pabian & Vandebosch, 2016). 
However, almost all studies have not concurrently examined a wide range of 
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traditional and cyberbullying acts (i.e., traditional victimisation, traditional 
perpetration, cyber victimisation, and cyber perpetration). Most researchers tend to 
capture either traditional bullying victimisation (Goldbaum et al., 2003; Lester et al., 
2013; Sumter et al.), traditional victimisation and perpetration (Hemphill et al., 2011; 
Kim et al., 2009; Williford, Brisson, Bender, Jenson, & Forrest-Bank, 2011), traditional 
and cyberbullying perpetration (Hemphill et al., 2012; Pabian & Vandebosch, 2016; 
Pepler et al., 2008; Reijntjes et al., 2013), cyberbullying victimisation and perpetration 
(Cappadocia et al., 2013), or traditional and cyber victimisation (Cross et al., 2015; 
Sumter et al., 2012). As a result, studies have not fully examined the overlap of 
different bullying roles within dynamic patterns of stability or change in bullying roles 
over time. There appears to have been only one study examining the change in all 
forms of bullying over time, and this was in the United States (Ryoo et al., 2015).  
By adopting the approach of bullying studies that employ socio-ecological 
models (Hong & Espelage, 2012; Swearer Napolitano & Espelage, 2011; Swearer & 
Espelage, 2011), the current longitudinal study examines stability or change in both 
traditional bullying and cyberbullying among Vietnamese school adolescents aged 
12–17 years old. In this study, I argue that even though there is a relatively stable 
pattern in prevalence of bullying victimisation and perpetration over time, student’s 
bullying roles can be either stable or unstable over time depending on individual, 
family, school, and peer influences. If they remain stable over time, then it is 
important to assess the extent of the stability. If they change bullying roles over time, 
then I assess the direction and magnitude of the change. The study also examines 
prospective associations between individual characteristics and different aspects of 
context (family, school, and peers). Although previous studies have shown 
relationships between victimisation and perpetration and adverse mental health 
outcomes regardless of the temporal stability of bullying roles (Lereya, Copeland, 
Zammit, et al., 2015), we argue that the degree of mental health effects is influenced 
by the temporal patterns in bullying roles. It was expected that students who 
experience bullying at low or declining levels will have better mental health than 
those for whom bullying roles increase or remain at high levels over time. 
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Chapter 3: Research design 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter, I describe the theoretical approach and the details of the 
research methods I employed in this thesis. I begin the chapter by describing the 
conceptual framework of the study, then I present the two study phases which 
combine both qualitative and quantitative approaches. Following this, I describe the 
study sites, study participants, measure of variables, data collection procedure, and 
data analyses. In the last section, I summarise the findings of the qualitative research 
and the pilot survey. 
3.2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THIS STUDY 
In the current study, I examined elements of a social–ecological model within 
a longitudinal research design. I employed mixed methods as proposed by Creswell 
and Clark (2011). 
The social–ecological model was originally developed from natural 
ecosystems which focused on both interactions within organisms and between 
organisms and their environment (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Bronfenbrenner & 
Bronfenbrenner, 2009). The model—employed in studying human society, 
particularly in health promotion—considers the complex interplay between 
individual, relationship, community, and societal factors. It is important for 
researchers and people who work in intervention and prevention programs to 
understand the range of factors (the effects of individual characteristics, family, 
peers, and teachers) that put adolescents at risk of bullying or protects them from 
being bullied or bullying others (Swearer Napolitano & Espelage, 2011; Swearer & 
Doll, 2001; Swearer & Espelage, 2004; Swearer et al., 2006). 
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In this study, I used a social–ecological perspective to examine factors 
associated with school-bullying roles. The perspective consists of four domains (see 
Figure 3-1). I proposed that adolescent involvement in bullying roles as victim, bully, 
or bully-victim is linked to both individual factors and contextual factors. The 
individual factors possibly include age, gender, individual attitudes toward bullying, 
self-esteem, mental health problems, and individual behaviours, including Internet 
and social media usage, and the way students often react when seeing bullying 
events. The contextual factors are commonly known as follows: (i) family 
relationships (family structure, parental social support, parental violence, conflict 
with siblings, and parental supervision of and control of child’s Internet and mobile 
phone usage), (ii) peers (friend social support, students trying to stop bullying at 
school), and (iii) school (school social support, teachers trying to stop bullying at 
school, and teachers’ supervision of and control of students’ Internet and mobile 
phone usage). 
Figure 3-1 The conceptual framework of the current study 
Social scientists believe that observing the changing circumstances of an 
individual over time provides a particular and important set of insights into human 
SCHOOL: school social support, teachers' trying to stop 
bullying, teachers' supervision and  control on Internet 
and mobile phone usage 
PEERS: Friend social support, students' trying to stop 
bullying at school
FAMILY: Family structure, parental social support, 
witness parental violence, conflict with siblings, parents' 
supersivion and control on Internet and mobile phone 
usage
INDIVIDUAL: age, gender, individual attitude toward 
bullying, mental health problems, internet and mobile 
phone usage, reaction when seeing bullying
BULLYING ROLES: victim, bully, bully-victim
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behaviour (Analitis et al., 2009). The repeated survey (or study over time) contrasts 
with cross-sectional design surveys which provide snapshots of a person’s life at a 
single time point. Longitudinal study is considered a major research approach in social 
sciences such as sociology, criminology, social history and public health (Elder & 
Giele, 2009; Elder Jr, 1994). Longitudinal research designs enable researchers to 
examine the patterns of change and to establish the causal relationships between 
variables, including between patterns of bullying roles and mental health problems 
among school adolescents.  
In the current study, I applied a social–ecological perspective and a short-term 
longitudinal research design with a mixed methods approach to explore bullying 
victimisation and perpetration (including cyberbullying) in the Vietnamese context, 
and to examine patterns of bullying roles as victim, bully, and bully-victim over time. 
According to Creswell and Clark (2011), mixed methods is a comprehensive approach 
for understanding individual behaviours within particular social and cultural contexts. 
Overall, the study was designed with two phases: phase one consisted of in-depth 
interviews and a pilot quantitative survey, while phase two was the main survey 
administered at two time points, six months apart. These two surveys took place 
during the Vietnamese academic year which starts in the middle of August and ends 
in May the next year. 
3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN  
Qualitative and quantitative methods were used to explore bullying 
victimisation and perpetration (including cyberbullying) in the Vietnamese context, 
to examine patterns of bullying roles as victim, bully, and bully-victim over time; and 
to identify potential predictors and mental health consequences of these bullying 
roles. The study comprised two phases with four stages as shown in Figure 3-2. 
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Figure 3-2 Four phases of the current study 
3.3.1 Phase 1: Exploratory qualitative study and pilot survey 
Exploratory qualitative study 
The in-depth interviews (IDIs) were conducted to explore perceptions and 
experiences of school adolescents regarding traditional bullying and cyberbullying. 
The qualitative findings enabled me to select and adapt an appropriate instrument 
for measuring bullying victimisation and perpetration. 
The IDIs were conducted to: (i) explore how the terms “traditional bullying” 
and “cyberbullying” are understood by young people and how they should be 
translated into the Vietnamese language; and (ii) describe specific behaviours of 
Stage 1: Exploratory qualitative 
research 
 IDIs, 4 schools, 
16 students 
Outcomes 
16 interviews, themes,   
draft of bullying victimisation and 
perpetration scales  
 
Phase 1 (2014) 
 
Stage 2: Pilot survey 
Self-administered questionnaire 
 226 students, 2 schools 
56.7% female, age range 12–17 
Outcomes 
Questionnaire tested 
Procedure tested 
 
Stage 3: Baseline survey 
Self-administered questionnaire 
1424 students, 54.9% females 
Age range 12–17 
Outcomes 
Prevalence of bullying roles 
Descriptive statistics of independent 
variables, dependent variables 
 
 
Stage 4: Follow-up survey 
Self-administered questionnaire 
1424 students, 54.9% females 
Age range 12–17 
Outcomes 
Patterns of bullying roles across two 
surveys, determinants and mental 
health consequences of bullying 
roles 
 
 
Phase 2 (2015) 
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traditional bullying and cyberbullying among Vietnamese school adolescents; 
thereby ensuring culturally appropriate bullying scales. 
I applied a phenomenological approach to explore students’ perceptions and 
experiences of traditional bullying and cyberbullying. According to Creswell (2012), 
phenomenological study emphasises common perceptions or experiences of 
participants from various single experiences. By collecting data from individuals, 
researchers analyse and generalise individual experiences into common experiences 
within a specific context. Creswell (2012) recommended phenomenological 
researchers should interview between 5 to 25 persons who have rich experience of 
the phenomena to obtain saturation of information. Convenience and purposive 
sampling are most commonly used for qualitative studies (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 
2006; Marshall, 1996). 
Pilot survey 
Following the exploratory qualitative study, I implemented a pilot, 
quantitative survey among middle- and high-school adolescents to pre-test the 
questionnaire and data collection procedure. The content of the questionnaire was 
derived from the literature review and in-depth interviews. The pilot survey directed 
the development of the standardised, quantitative survey instrument used in the 
main survey. The pilot survey was conducted to: (i) enable preliminary analysis of 
data to ensure the main scales are reliable; (ii) revise the questionnaire to make it 
more appropriate to Vietnamese school adolescents; (iii) and test the data collection 
procedures to ensure the feasibility and quality of the next two main surveys. 
3.3.2 Phase 2: Baseline and follow-up surveys 
The short-term longitudinal panel design included measurement at two 
occasions, six months apart, to: (i) identify prevalence of bullying  victimisation and 
perpetration (including both traditional bullying and cyberbullying) and bullying roles 
(i.e., victim, bully, and bully-victim) at each time point; (ii) examine the temporal 
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patterns of bullying roles over two time points; (iii) examine the associations between 
potential predictors and patterns of bullying roles over time; and (iv) analyse the 
associations between patterns of bullying roles over time and mental health 
problems among school students in Vietnam. 
Two waves of school-based surveys were conducted at two public middle 
schools (Grades 6–8) and two public high schools (Grades 10–11) in Hanoi and Hai 
Duong province in the academic year 2014–15. Classes were selected randomly from 
the list of classes in each school, with the exception of classes having students that 
participated in the pilot survey. All students of selected classes were invited to 
participate in the survey. In each class, two investigators, who were trained for data 
collection and about ethical issues and who were not staff members, monitored and 
supported students to complete self-administered questionnaires. Classroom 
teachers and other school officers were not in classrooms during the data collection.  
3.4 STUDY SITES  
Hanoi: With a total population of nearly seven million (General Statistics Office of 
Vietnam, 2011), Hanoi is the capital city of Vietnam. According to the administrative 
data as of 31 December 2013, the capital contained 29 districts, towns, and suburban 
districts which cover nearly 3324 square kilometres (Hanoi Department of Statistics, 
2013). In 2015, the number of junior secondary schools and senior secondary schools 
was about 800 (General Statistics Office of Vietnam, 2015). I selected a secondary 
school in (Cau Giay district) and Tran Phu high school (Hoan Kiem district) for the 
surveys. The selection of schools was based on the professional connections my 
colleagues had with the schools. 
Hai Duong: The province is 60 kilometres from Hanoi in the north. Hai Duong includes 
one city and 11 districts, with a total population of 1703492 people and covers 1662 
square kilometres (Hai Duong Portal of Information, 2016). According to the latest 
data, there are 326 junior and senior secondary schools in Hai Duong province 
(General Statistics Office of Vietnam, 2015) (General Statistics Office of Vietnam, 
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2015).  Ngo Gia Tu secondary school and Hoang Van Thu high school were purposively 
selected in the study as these schools have similar characteristics to others schools in 
Hai Duong city.  
3.5 ETHIC APPROVALS  
I obtained ethics approval for the study from The Human Research Ethics 
Committee of the Queensland University of Technology (Australia) for the qualitative 
research (Approval Number: 1400000159; see more details in Appendix F1) and the 
quantitative surveys (Approval Number: 1400000713; more details in Appendix F2). 
The study was approved by the Ethical Review Board of the Hanoi University of Public 
Health, Vietnam (Approval Number: 279/2014/YTCC-HD3; Appendix G). The four 
school principals also approved the conducting of interviews and surveys with the 
students.  
I applied an active consent process for students and their parents. The 
information sheets along with parental consent forms were circulated to students in 
selected classes. Only students whose parents agreed to their participation in the 
research activities and sent the permission form with their signature to the classroom 
teacher were included in the study. In addition, students were advised that their 
participation was voluntary and confidential. Those who did not want to participate 
in the study were excluded.  
3.6 STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
3.6.1 Phase 1: Exploratory qualitative study and pilot survey 
In-depth interview study 
Seven males and nine females, aged 12–16 years participated in 16 IDIs. These 
students were recruited in four selected schools. The participants were in Grade 6 to 
8 in junior secondary schools and in Grade 10 and 11 in senior secondary schools. 
Participants were willing to share their stories in an in-depth-interview. Participant 
  
 46 
information sheets were provided to students and their parents to fully inform them 
about the study and to seek their consent. 
Questionnaire for the pilot survey 
The pilot survey included 226 students (43.3% males and 56.7% females) from 
Grade 6 to 9 in a middle school and Grade 10 and 11 in a high school in Hai Duong 
province. The sample size was selected based on the suggestion by Streiner and 
Norman (2015) that at least 200 participants should be selected for validating self-
report instruments. Moreover, this study applied multivariate analysis, so the sample 
size had to be large enough to ensure adequate statistical power. According to 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), the sample size necessary for multiple correlation 
testing can be calculated by using the formula N >= 50 + 8m (m is the number of 
independent variables).  In our study, there are about 20 independent variables, thus 
this sample size meets the criteria. 
3.6.2 Phase 2: Baseline and follow-up surveys 
We conducted a baseline survey (Time 1) with 1539 students recruited from 
29 classes; 1460 students were followed up six months later (Time 2). The surveys 
were conducted during non-teaching sessions, using self-administered 
questionnaires which took respondents approximately 45 minutes to complete. 
Table 3-1 The proportions of students participating in the Time 1 and Time 2 
surveys at each of the four schools 
School 
 
 
Time 1 
N (%) 
Time 2 
N (%) 
Final sample 
N (%) 
Middle school in Hai Duong 386 (25.1) 378 (25.9) 363 (25.5) 
Middle school in Hanoi 383 (24.9) 345 (23.6) 342 (24.0) 
High school in Hai Duong 383 (24.9) 376 (25.7) 370 (26.0) 
High school in Hanoi 387 (25.1) 361 (24.7) 349 (24.5) 
Total 1539 (100) 1460 (100) 1424 (100) 
Table 3-1 presents the proportion of students participating in the baseline and 
follow-up surveys. Of 1539 students at baseline, 1424 were followed-up six months 
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later, accounting for 92.5% of the total sample. Of 115 (7.5%) students lost to follow-
up at Time 2, 90 (78.3%) did not show up on the day of the survey because of sickness 
or change in school; and 25 (21.7%) students and their questionnaires were not 
included due to invalid ID matching between the baseline and follow-up surveys. The 
study thus had 1424 matched survey pairs for analyses. Table 3-2 summarises the 
sample size across four stages of the study. 
Table 3-2 Sample size in the four phases of the study 
Data collection methods Students  
Total Hanoi Hai Duong 
Middle High Middle High 
IDIs 4 4 4 4 16 
Pilot survey - - 125 101 226 
Baseline survey and 
follow-up survey 
342 349 363 370 1424 
3.7 TIMELINES 
Four stages of the study were conducted over an academic year 2014—15. 
 The exploratory quantitative study was undertaken in the middle of August 
2014. 
 The pilot study was implemented in early December 2014. 
 The baseline survey was undertaken in early December 2014, when students 
had spent the previous four months of the school year together. 
 The follow-up survey was conducted at the end of May 2015, when students 
were about to complete the school year.  
3.8 INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT  
Two data collection instruments were developed: an in-depth interview 
guideline for the exploratory qualitative study and a self-administered questionnaire, 
which was tested in the pilot survey, then, revised and used in the two main 
quantitative surveys. In the following sections, I describe the topics or themes 
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focused on the in-depth interview guideline and in the set of variables measured in 
the questionnaire. 
The in-depth interview guideline (presented in Appendix B) was developed to 
understand student’s perception and their individual experiences about the following 
themes: 
 the appropriate terms for school bullying and cyberbullying in the 
Vietnamese language 
 specific behaviours of school bullying and cyberbullying in the 
Vietnamese school context 
 bullying roles in the context of students’ family interrelationships 
 bullying roles in the context of school, teacher and peer 
interrelationships 
 possible mental health problems when involved in bullying roles. 
The self-administered questionnaire was developed following six steps:   
 conducting IDIs with students to explore school adolescents’ 
perceptions and experiences of bullying (including cyberbullying) in 
the context of family, school, and peers in Vietnam. The findings 
guided my development of a quantitative instrument to measure 
bullying victimisation and perpetration, and to identify variables 
associated with bullying victimisation and perpetration. 
 undertaking a literature review on traditional bullying and 
cyberbullying, predictors of bullying roles, and mental health effects 
of bullying roles to guide the development of a draft questionnaire. 
The review was the primary source for selection of measures in the 
questionnaire. 
 having the English questionnaire reviewed by three QUT supervisors 
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 translating the questionnaire into Vietnamese and then having a 
bilingual public health expert translate it back into English. The two 
English versions were reviewed by the principal supervisor to ensure 
equivalence in meaning. 
 having the revised Vietnamese questionnaire (second draft) reviewed 
by five school students and pretesting with 226 students in Hai Duong 
province prior to the main surveys. 
 finalising the Vietnamese questionnaire based on results from the 
pilot survey. 
The anonymous, self-administered paper-based survey consisted of four 
sections. The first section asked information about demographic characteristic. The 
second section asked information about bullying victimisation and perpetration 
experiences. The third section asked for mental health and self-harm behaviours 
while the last asked for possible covariates relating to family, school, and peer 
relationships. The final version in both English and Vietnamese is shown in Appendix 
C and D. 
Measures of social demographic characteristics 
Demographic characteristics of the respondents included age (students were 
asked to write the year they were born), gender (0 = female, 1 = male), grades (which 
class they were in, the classes ranged from Grade 6 to Grade 11), family structure (0 
= living with both biological parents, 1 = parent and stepparent, 2 = single parent, and 
3 = other adult caregiver), number of siblings (0 = none, 1 = one, 2 = two, 3 = three or 
more), student’s order in the family (1 = the oldest, 2 = the middle, and 3 = the 
youngest), and their family’s economics status (assessed by asking students to 
compare the economic status of their family with their classmates’: 1 = rich, 2 = above 
average, average, 3 = below average, 4 = poor), and perception of family’s happiness 
(1 = very happy/happy, 2 = not sure, 3 = very unhappy/unhappy). 
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Parental socio-demographic characteristics included father’s education and 
mother’s education (1 = no education/primary, 2 = secondary, 3 = high school, and 4 
= college/university), father’s occupation and mother’s occupation (1 = government 
officer, 2 = self-employed business, 3 = farmer, 4 = manual worker, 5 = unemployed, 
and 6 = others).  
Measures of bullying victimisation and perpetration experiences 
Traditional and cyber bullying victimisation and perpetration were measured 
in relation to six behaviours: hitting/kicking/shoving around, 
robbing/stealing/damaging properties, threatening/forcing someone to do things 
they do not want to do, using mean names/teasing in rude ways, excluding, and 
spreading rumours. The scale has been validated among Vietnamese students and 
published elsewhere (Le et al., 2016). A definition adapted from Ybarra et al. (2012) 
and Langos (2012) was given to students prior to the survey to standardise their 
understanding of bullying. Bullying was defined as follows: 
 We consider that a young person is bullied when someone repeatedly and 
intentionally says or does mean or nasty things to them. The behavior happens more 
than once and occurs between people of different power or strength—the bully might 
be physically stronger, socially more popular, have much more friends or some other 
type of strength, which makes someone unable to defend him or herself. These things 
can happen in-person (at school, on the way to or from school), though technological 
devices in a direct/private way to only you (as through text message, instant message, 
phone call, email, etc.), or in an indirect/public way that everyone can see or hear (as 
through website, Facebook, or Youtube).  
For the victimisation scale, students were prompted with the question, ‘How 
often have you been bullied in any way during the last six months?’, then six items 
were presented. The bullying perpetration measurement was similar with prompts 
to ask the students how often they bullied others. I distinguished traditional bullying 
from cyberbullying via the different modes of communication (in-person or cyber) 
that students experienced bullying behaviours. A five-point Likert scale (0 = never, 1 
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= a few times during the last six months, 2 = once or twice a month, 3 = once or twice 
a week, 4 = almost every day) was used to measure frequency of behaviour, for each 
mode of communication. I employed a cut-off point to classify victimisation or 
perpetration behaviours from 1 = a few times, to more often. 
Measures of mental health and self-harm behaviours 
Depressive symptoms were measured with the Centre for Epidemiological 
Studies-Depression Scale (CESD) (Radloff, 1977). The scale comprises 20 items (e.g., 
‘I felt lonely’). Respondents were asked to indicate the frequency with each item they 
have had experience during the previous week. Response options on the four-point 
scale were 0 = less than 1 day, 1 = 1–2 days, 2 = 3–4 days, and 3 = 5–7 days. These 
were summed with scores ranging from zero to 45, the higher scores indicating the 
higher level of depressive symptoms. Alpha coefficients for the scale were 0.86 and 
0.87 for Times 1 and 2, respectively. The scale had previously been validated among 
Vietnamese students (Nguyen, Le, & Dunne, 2007). 
Psychological distress was assessed by using the Kessler Psychological Distress 
Scale (K10) (Kessler & Mroczek, 1994). The scale includes 10 items (e.g., ‘During the 
last 30 days, about how often did you feel tired out for no good reason?’) to measure 
emotional feelings experienced in the last month using a five-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 = none of the time to 5 = all of the time. A composite score was created 
so that a higher score indicates higher levels of psychological distress. Alpha 
coefficients for the K10 were 0.87 and 0.92 for Times 1 and 2, respectively.  
Self-esteem was assessed by the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) 
(Rosenberg, 1965). The scale includes 10 items (e.g., ‘On the whole, I am satisfied 
with myself’) using a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly agree to 4 = 
strongly disagree. Higher score values indicate higher levels of self-esteem. Alpha 
coefficients for this scale were 0.70 and 0.70 for Times 1 and 2, respectively. 
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Suicidal ideation was measured with three items adapted from the American 
School Health Association (Kent, 1989). Respondents were asked, ‘During the past six 
months, have you ever (i) seriously thought about attempting suicide? (ii) made a 
specific plan about how you would attempt suicide? and (iii) attempted suicide?’. The 
responses were categorised as 0 = no, 1 = yes if respondents admitted at least one of 
these thoughts or behaviours. The same format of suicidal thought and attempt was 
used in a study conducted among Vietnamese adolescents with high quality 
psychometric properties (Nguyen et al., 2010; Nguyen, 2006). 
Measures of possible covariates 
Attitudes toward bullying were measured using a scale developed by Rigby 
and Slee (1991) with 12 items divided into three factors: rejection of weak children 
(five items), approval of bullying (four items), and support for victims (three items). 
A four-point Likert-scale ranging from 0 = completely disagree to 4 = completely agree 
was used. The scale had highly satisfactory psychometric properties in previous 
bullying and cyberbullying studies (Elledge et al., 2013; Rigby & Slee, 1991).  
Reaction when seeing bullying events was assessed by a single item from the 
Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (Olweus, 1996). Respondents were asked: ‘How 
do you usually react if you see or understand that a student your age is being bullied 
by other students?’ Possible responses were: 0 = I have never noticed; 1 = I take part 
in; 2 = I don’t do anything, but I think the bullying is ok; 3 = I just watch what goes on; 
4 = I don’t do anything, but I think I ought to help; 5 = I try to help the bullied student 
in one way or another.  
Online activities were measured with four items asking respondents about 
time spent in the past week on online activities, including communication, social 
networking, entertainment, and other activities. The five-point Likert scale response 
options were 1 = never use, 2 = several times a week, 3 = several times a day, 4 = 
several times an hour, 5 = all the time. These were summed with scores ranging from 
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4 to 20, a higher score indicates higher time spent on online activities. Alpha 
coefficients for this scale were α = 0.60 and α = 0.64 for Time 1 and 2, respectively.  
Parents’ and teachers’ supervision of online activities were measured using 
items adapted from Zhou et al. (2013) scale: ‘How often do your (i) parents supervise 
your online activities? and (ii) teachers supervise your online activities?’  A five-point 
Likert scale (‘1 = none of the time’ to ‘5 = all of the time’) was used. Responses that 
fell above the mean were coded as 0 = frequent supervision and those that fell below 
the mean were coded as 1 = infrequent supervision. Similarly, parents’ and teachers’ 
control of Internet and mobile phone usage was measured with these questions: ‘How 
often do your parents (i) control you on accessing the Internet? (ii) control you on 
using mobile phone?’ and ‘How often do your teachers (iii) control you on accessing 
the Internet? (iv) control you on using mobile phone?’ Response options were on a 
five-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1 = none of the time’ to ‘5 = all of the time’. Alpha 
coefficients for parental control were 0.65 and 0.74 at Time 1 and Time 2, 
respectively; alpha coefficients for teachers’ control were 0.62 and 0.65 at Time 1 and 
Time 2, respectively. Responses that fell above the mean were coded as 0 = frequent 
control and those responses that fell below the mean were coded as 1 = infrequent 
control. 
Family, friend, and school social support was measured by adapting the 
Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) (Zimet, Dahlem, Zimet, 
& Farley, 1988). The MSPSS comprises a 12-item scale equally distributed to measure 
family support (e.g., ‘My family really tries to help me’), friend support (e.g., ‘My 
friends really try to help me’), and school support (e.g., ‘There is a school staff 
member who is around when I am in need’); and with response options on a four-
point Likert scale ranging from ‘1 = strongly disagree’ to ‘4 = strongly agree’. The 
response scores were summed, with a higher total score indicating higher levels of 
support. Alpha coefficients for the three subscales at Time 1 and Time 2, respectively, 
were: family support (0.88 and 0.89), friend support (0.91 and 0.93), and school 
support (0.90 and 0.92).  
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Witnessing parents serious arguing or fighting was assessed by asking 
students, ‘How often have you witnessed your parents having (i) a serious argument 
with each other? and (ii) physically fighting with each other?’; using a four-point 
Likert scale ranging from ‘1 = never’ to ‘4 = often’. Alpha coefficients were 0.71 and 
0.74 at Time 1 and 2, respectively. Responses that fell below the mean were coded 0 
= infrequent and those above the mean were coded 1 = frequent. The scale was used 
in previous studies conducted with adolescents in Vietnam (Nguyen, 2006; Pham, 
2015). 
Conflict with siblings was assessed by one question to those who had siblings. 
The question was ‘How often have you have serious conflict (argument, fighting, etc.) 
with your siblings?’ Response options were on a four-point Likert scale, ranging from 
‘1 = never’ to ‘4 = often’. Scores that fell below the mean were coded 0 = infrequent 
and those that fell above the mean were coded as 1 = frequent. The question has 
been used in previous studies conducted with adolescents in Vietnam (Nguyen, 2006; 
Pham, 2015). 
Perceptions of friends and teachers trying to stop bullying at school were 
assessed by asking students, ‘How often do (i) teachers/other adults try to stop to it 
when a student is being bullied at school? and (ii) students at school try to stop to it 
when a student is being bullied at school?’; using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 
1 = almost never to 5 = almost always (Olweus, 1996). Scores that fell above the mean 
were coded 0 = frequent and those that fell below the mean were coded as 1 = 
infrequent.  
3.9 DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES  
The principals of selected schools in Hanoi and Hai Duong were contacted to 
introduce the aims of the study and to explain its relevancy, the benefits for 
participating students, and the data collection procedures. After obtaining approvals 
from the four school principals, I worked with the school coordinators face-to-face 
and via email and telephone throughout the data collection process. 
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The in-depth interviews were conducted following these steps: First, the 
school principal introduced the researchers to teachers and students in a plenary 
school meeting which is normally organised every Monday morning. Information 
about the research was posted in the school newsletter and on the school 
noticeboards. Second, students who volunteered for the study were advised that 
their participation was confidential. They were given a research information package 
which included detailed information on the research and consent forms for students 
and parents. Interested students were required to submit both the signed consent 
forms to the school coordinator. Those whose parents did not allow them to take 
part in the study were not included in the qualitative sample. 
The quantitative surveys were conducted during non-teaching sessions, using 
anonymous and self-administered questionnaires which took respondents 
approximately 45 minutes to complete. There was no individual identifiable 
information on the questionnaire. In order to match individuals across the main 
surveys, I employed an identity number-matching technique used in research in 
Malaysia (Choo, Dunne, Marret, Fleming, & Wong, 2011) that enables anonymous 
matching of individuals across surveys. At Time 1, students received two blank forms 
with a matching unique number on an open envelope. They took out one, and sealed 
the envelope with one blank form and wrote their name over the seal. The completed 
Time 1 form was placed by the student in a box. Six months later, at Time 2, they 
received their envelope again, took out the blank form and destroyed the envelope. 
Completed forms were placed in a box by the student. 
3.10 DATA MANAGEMENT AND ANALYSES  
3.10.1 In-depth interview study 
Of the 16 students who participated in IDIs, 13 agreed to have the session 
audio recorded; whilst the other three students preferred note taking. I transcribed 
the audio files together with the notes into text for data analysis. The original 
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identifiable data were safely stored in a password-locked computer and locked 
cabinet. 
A data analysis strategy suggested by Creswell (2012) for phenomenological 
analysis was applied. The IDI data were analysed using the computer software 
package NVivo 10.0. The analysis included the following steps:  
- Describing individual experiences with the phenomenon. I read all transcripts 
to identify individual student’s experiences of bullying and other topics 
relating to family, school, and peer relationships. 
- Developing a list of significant comments. I identified comments from the 
transcripts about how the individual students experienced the research 
phenomenon (i.e., bullying roles as victim, bully, or both). A list of equal and 
unique concepts was developed using identified significant comments. 
- Grouping significant concepts into themes. The significant concepts with 
relevant comments were grouped into themes. 
- Writing description based on identified themes with significant statements 
about what the students experienced with bullying and how the experiences 
happened within the context of the research phenomenon. 
3.10.2 Self-administered questionnaire surveys 
Completed questionnaires were screened by investigators prior to imputation 
using EpiData 3.1 software. Data were transferred to STATA for cleaning and further 
analyses. Cleaning was implemented by using frequency and cross tabulation 
calculations for demographic variables and key outcome variables. Wrong entries 
were cross-checked by tracing back to the identified paper questionnaires. 
Quantitative data analyses were performed using Stata version 11.2 and SPSS 
version 21.0. Descriptive statistics and statistical tests were computed for categorical 
and continuous variables. Bivariate and multivariate analyses were employed to 
examine the associations between possible predictors and students’ bullying roles 
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and the associations between bullying roles and possible mental health problems, 
controlling for covariates. Multinomial logistic regression, multiple binary logistic 
regressions, and multivariate linear regression were used in various analyses. Details 
of the data analyses are presented in the following three chapters. 
3.11 FINDINGS FROM EXPLORATORY QUALITATIVE RESEARCH 
Analyses of the transcribed and noted interviews revealed five separable 
themes:  
Theme 1: Perception of bullying among school adolescents 
The first objective of this qualitative research was to explore how students 
defined the term bắt nạt. The participants commonly used the Vietnamese term bắt 
nạt to indicate aggressive behaviour committed by people with more power to force 
another one to do things that they do not want to do. According to these students, 
the perpetrator is not necessarily stronger or bigger than the victim; they might be 
stronger because they have supporters to help them. 
Someone asks the another to do things they do not want to do…and then they force the 
victim has to do… this is bullying. (male student, sixth-grade) 
As far as I’ve seen, a bully is someone bigger or has more ‘gang’ friends than another one, 
so they force him/her to do what they want… Sometimes, the offender is not stronger 
than the target but they have more ‘power’ like having supporters to fight together 
against the victim. (male student, seventh-grade) 
 Victims do not do anything wrong, but the perpetrator just does not like them, so they 
rely on their stronger power and supporters to hit the target and force him/her to do 
things he/she does not want to do. (female student, sixth-grade) 
The students participating in the IDIs commented that joking or making fun is 
common among students at school, and it is not always easy to distinguish between 
joking and bullying. According to the participants, however, bullying behaviour is 
differentiated from joking or making fun. A nasty behaviour is bullying behaviour if 
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the behaviour is repeated and makes the target uncomfortable. If the behaviour is 
performed repeatedly, it means the perpetrator intends to harm the victim; it is no 
longer joking or making fun:  
Students mostly know each other, so they do not usually behave aggressively toward 
others. They understand others’ characteristics, so they just made joke or fun to their 
friends. Boys were more likely to joke than were girls. (male student, sixth-grade).  
Bullying differentiates from teasing. Teasing is joking for a while but bullying happens 
repeatedly and long lasting toward the victims. (female student, sixth-grade). 
Theme 2: Perception of cyberbullying among Vietnamese school adolescents 
In relation to cyberbullying, most students did not recognise the word 
cyberbullying either as an English word or its contextual meaning in Vietnamese. 
After I explained and contextualised the term into some specific behaviours (e.g., 
someone posting nasty comments about another on Facebook), students realised 
that they had experienced and witnessed these practices in their school and in other 
schools in the community. However, students commented that cyberbullying is not 
common in their schools. Some students had heard or witnessed cyberbullying 
events in other schools. 
Similar to traditional bullying, students were not educated about 
cyberbullying at school or at home. When asked about the possibility of being 
involved in cyberbullying as victim or perpetrator, some students said that they had 
been concerned about this risk and believed it would not happen to them because 
they had not used social network much, and they had not interfered with others’ 
privacy. Some other students argued that people used social networking sites for 
many useful purposes. It was suggested that those who cyberbullied others did so 
because they did not understand the advantages of social networking: 
I have been aware about this risk [cyberbullying], however I am not concerned about this 
risk very much because I think it will not happen to me, and I do not behave aggressively 
toward others and do not interfere in their privacy. (eleventh-grade girl) 
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I think young people do not understand much why there are a lot of people using social 
networking sites like that. Social networking helps us to become famous, to be 
connected, to communicate, to make friends; and to seek girl or boy friends from social 
networking sites as well. People use social networking sites for multiple purposes, not 
for cyberbullying others. (male student, eighth-grade) 
For example, sending joking messages through Facebook and then making fun in-
person… I know joking is for fun… however, when it goes too far I feel a little bit 
uncomfortable. (female student, middle-school) 
Theme 3: Specific bullying behaviours among Vietnamese students 
Regarding traditional bullying behaviours, students mostly recognised 
bullying behaviours as fighting or threatening behaviour from one, two, or a group of 
students (inside or outside of the school) against one or more of the school’s 
students. Other behaviours, such as robbing and stealing property (e.g., money and 
stationery) and breaking property (e.g., mobile phone, bike tyres, etc.). were 
mentioned less often in comparison to fighting or hitting. Spreading rumours and 
excluding students from groups were experienced by school students. However, they 
did not usually name these practices as bullying behaviours because these behaviours 
are not related to physical aggression.  
Theme 4: Criteria of bullying 
In the context of Vietnamese culture, bullying behaviours are easily 
misunderstood as joking or fun by students. I asked students, ‘How can you 
distinguish bullying behaviours from joking or fun?’ Surprisingly, some of students 
gave me specific criterion to identify bullying behaviours, such as repetition of the 
behaviour and forcing other people to do things they do not want to do, and that 
perpetrators have physically stronger power—bigger bodies and have more 
aggressive friends. 
   According to students, identifying intentional behaviours in cyber space is 
more difficult and seems to be more subjective in comparison to traditional bullying. 
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It depends on the psychological characteristics of the receivers to interpret the 
meaning of cyber behaviour. However, students thought that they could identify 
whether behaviour was intentional or not. For example, based on their feelings they 
could recognise that ‘an aggressive behaviour in cyber space is one that negatively 
affects my psychology and privacy’; and based on the meaning of comments ‘I read 
the descriptions that go along with the photo’, ‘read their further comments once the 
photo is posted’; or based on the sender’s reaction, for example: 
I can directly ask them a question to know why they did post this photo… if they then 
remove the unwanted things, I can say this is an unintentional behaviour. However, if 
they still keep them online, this is an intentional behaviour. (female student, middle 
school) 
I said to my friends that taking this photo of me is just for fun, but do not post it on the 
Facebook. However, they intentionally posted the photo online. They knew I did not like 
… but they till posted it online… so I thought it is an intention. (female student, high 
school) 
In relation to the repetition of cyberbullying behaviour, students 
distinguished the difference between receiving a nasty message and having a nasty 
photo posted online. According to them, receiving a nasty message once is not 
problematic because the message might be wrongly sent. Most students revealed 
that if bullying happened once it was fine; however, if it happened again and again, 
they would be very worried. Students participating in the qualitative study realised 
that they would feel less impact if they received a private message as the information 
would not be published for everybody to see; they would not want other people to 
know about it. The qualitative data also showed that victims may feel more hurt if 
their images or/and their private information were publicly exposed.  
I am not concerned much about a nasty message I have received once because this 
message may be sent wrongly to me. However, receiving it repeatedly makes me upset 
and afraid of… Message is sent to only me so nobody knows, but a photo posted online 
just one time, in some case, is enough to kill me because a lot of people see how bad I 
am”. (female student, middle school) 
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When I asked students whether they knew who sent them nasty messages or 
posted nasty information about them online, students mostly confirmed that they 
knew who the perpetrator was. They may be their Facebook friend or both Facebook 
friend and schoolmate. However, they sometimes do not recognise the sender. If a 
perpetrator is a well-known person, the victim may not dare to delete unwanted 
comments online because they are afraid of being traditionally bullied at school.  
They [two girl students studying in Grade 8] posted nasty comments on my Facebook … 
I did not dare to delete those comments, did not dare to block them… If I did so, they 
would have right reason to hit me or threated me at school …I had to keep the comments 
online. (female student, middle school) 
Theme 5: Bullying behaviours 
After discussing with participants their perception of bullying and 
cyberbullying, they were asked to talk about specific bullying behaviours they had 
ever experienced or witnessed at their school or in their neighbourhood. Three main 
types of bullying behaviours were mentioned: physical (fighting, robbing), verbal 
(threatening, teasing), and social–relational forms (excluding, spreading rumour). 
In almost all IDIs, physical violence behaviours were mentioned first by 
students. They experienced or witnessed different types of physical violent 
behaviours at their schools, such as hitting, shoving around, pulling hair, tearing 
clothes, throwing things toward the victim, robbing (money, mobile phone, 
stationary), stealing (money, goods), and damaging victims’ property (bike tyres 
broken, mobile phone broken, food or water placed in study bag, etc.).  
Some male students studying at higher grade…at the end of school day, they met 
together at school gate…then they loudly argued each other… and then they fought each 
other. (female student, middle school) 
…for example, it might be I see some male students over there, I stop them, tease them, 
provoke them and then rob money from them. However, these kinds of behaviour are 
not popular in my school; students in our school are not bad as that. We are friends so 
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we do not treat others as that. Students here mostly bully their peers like pulling hair, 
painting on cloths, or robbing money or food. (male student, middle school) 
Breaking properties…. My mobile phone had been robbed and then broken; my friend 
told me that her money was silently stolen. (female student, middle school) 
Verbal forms included: seriously arguing, shouting and staring, calling mean 
name, calling parents a name, commenting in a rude way, threating and forcing 
others to do things the victims do not want to do, etc. Verbal bullying behaviours can 
be implemented face-to-face way or via cyber communication such as sending a 
threatening message or posting a rude status (sometimes alongside a photo) on 
Facebook to their victims.  
It might be…threatening to force someone to do or give things, if not they will be 
punished at school. (male student, middle school) 
… They like cutting someone’s face from a photo then stick it on to someone else’s body… 
then they posted the photo online with comments. The student whose face was on the 
cutting photo was very angry and asked to delete the fake picture because the person in 
a ‘cut & pate’ photo is not her/him. I do not know whether or not and how other people 
react to such behaviour…. I and my friends just use IPad to take photo, then, using 
software to slightly modify the face which looks like wrinkled. We just make joke like 
that. We do not know how other people will do. (male student, middle school) 
 They seriously argued [with] others online and then fought each other offline. However, 
it is not much common. Almost students know each other, so they do not behave 
aggressively, they just make fun. (male student, middle school) 
Social–relational forms seem quite common among school students. The 
behaviours include: excluding someone from the group, not letting someone 
participate in class or group social activities, ignoring and not talking to each other in 
a group of friend or in class, backbiting and spreading rumours. According to 
students, spreading rumours or disclosing personal information is more severe in 
terms of psychological distress and leads to physical fighting. In some complicated 
social relationships, the victim might become the perpetrator. 
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I shared with friends about my personal information, but then they spread rumour about 
me making me very upset. (female student, middle school) 
According to me, there are many types [of bullying behaviours]. For example, I did not 
steal something from my classmate, however, she thought and spoken out that I was a 
thief. Or another example, someone was excluded from their group, they would be 
angry… and there were some other classmates participated in and made the relationship 
became so complicated that then leading to a physical fighting. (male student, middle 
school) 
Theme 6. The interconnections between bullying forms  
Bullying forms do not exist in isolation. In general, students described multi-
dimensional relationships among different forms of bullying that might be 
interconnected among forms of traditional bullying victimisation (e.g., being 
threatened at school and then being robbed of money or mobile phone on the way 
back home, being excluded from a group of friends who then spread rumours about 
you, etc.). The link might be between traditional bullying victimisation and 
cyberbullying victimisation. In some cases, students who were traditionally bullied 
might bully others on cyber space or vice versa. These interconnections caused a 
more severe reaction from being victimised. 
On Facebook, there are some friends in my class… they were excluded from group 
activities… they became angry and as a result they posted rude comments online …. But 
people cyberbullied each other online and then fighting each other offline is not 
common, however, I have [only] ever witnessed [this] once” (male student, middle 
school) 
They sent messages to make [an] appointment for physically fighting each other. (male 
student, high school) 
When my naked photos and my mobile phone number were posted on Facebook by a 
boyfriend who I met online…I felt terribly ashamed… My image went viral; everyone 
knew me… I received many rude text messages, nasty comments on Facebook, and 
phone calls… I suffered when going to school, I could not stand the way my schoolmates 
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looked at me, discussed me and commented on me… I could not sleep… sometimes I 
thought about suicide. (female student, high school)  
Implications for instrument development 
The qualitative findings reveal that students commonly experienced bullying 
and cyberbullying behaviours; however, the term bắt nạt is not very well defined 
among these school students. Similar to some research in Indonesia (Fataruba, 2015; 
Vambheim, 2010) and some other countries (Smith et al., 2002), there is not a 
Vietnamese word for the term bullying. However, school adolescents in Vietnam 
have commonly experienced bullying behaviours. They talked about intentionality, 
repetition, and power imbalance as characteristics of bullying. The differences among 
terminologies for bullying in the Vietnamese language seem to be associated more 
with the forms and processes of bullying rather than with the three core features of 
bullying (Smith, del Barrio, et al., 2012). 
Vietnamese students have not been sufficiently educated about bullying and 
cyberbullying.  Bullying behaviours and joking or making fun behaviours are quite 
easily confused. Therefore, bullying and cyberbullying should be carefully measured 
when using quantitative surveys. To reduce overestimation, it is important to 
introduce a clear user-friendly definition of bullying prior to questionnaire 
administration to make sure the respondents understand what bullying and 
cyberbullying are. If not, students may refer to aggression, violence or harassment 
rather than bullying (Olweus, 2013; Smith, del Barrio, et al., 2012). Questions about 
bullying behaviours should be grouped together with specific examples obtained 
from qualitative research so that responses are consistent with real-life bullying 
experiences.  
In general, the interviews strongly suggested that Vietnamese school students 
have similar bullying experiences to students worldwide regarding bullying 
behaviours (including physical bullying, verbal bullying, and social–relational forms). 
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Therefore, I adapted existing scales to measure bullying victimisation and 
perpetration in Vietnam rather than developing a new instrument.  
Qualitative findings indicated that cyberbullying behaviours are quite similar 
in intent to bullying behaviours (e.g., threatening others in person or via text 
message, rudely teasing others face-to-face or via Facebook, etc.). Therefore, this 
study will distinguish traditional bullying and cyberbullying via modes of 
communication (person or cyber) rather than considering measurement of different 
bullying behaviours in offline and online settings.   
3.12 FINDINGS FROM THE PILOT SURVEY 
Demographic characteristics of the respondents 
The demographic characteristics of the respondents in the pilot survey are 
presented in Table 3-3. There were 224 students (43.3% male and 56.7% female) 
with a mean age of 14.5 years (SD = 1.6). The majority of students lived with their 
parents (85%) and had one or more siblings (94.5%). About one in every two (46%) 
perceived their family as happy or very happy, while the remainder were not sure 
(44.4%) or perceived their family as very unhappy or unhappy (9.5%). A majority of 
the respondents (83%) perceived their family economic status was average or above 
average compared with their classmates’ family economic status. Government officer 
(28.2%) and self-employed businessperson (23.4%) were the most frequently 
reported types of paternal occupation while government officer (27.6%) and manual 
worker (26%) were the most common types of maternal occupation.  A majority of 
the respondents’ fathers had graduated from high school (28.3%) or 
college/university (29.1%), while the corresponding figures for maternal education 
were 29.4% and 32.5% respectively.  
Table 3-3 Demographic characteristics of the pilot sample 
 Full sample Male Female 
n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Gender 224 (100) 97 (43.3) 127 (56.7) 
Age   Range: 12–17 Mean (SD): 14.5 (1.6) 
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 Full sample Male Female 
n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Age in years 208 91 117 
12 40 (19.2) 20 (22.0) 20 (17.1) 
13 22 (10.6) 10 (11.0) 12 (10.3) 
14 37 (17.8) 16 (17.6) 21 (17.9) 
15 41 (19.7) 7 (7.7) 34 (29.1) 
16 47 (22.6) 26 (28.6) 21 (17.9) 
17 21 (10.1) 12 (13.2) 9 (7.7) 
Family structure 222 95 127 
Two parents 192 (86.1) 83 (87.4) 108 (85.0) 
Parent and step-parent 13 (5.8) 5 (5.3) 8 (6.3) 
Single parent 18 (8.1) 7 (7.4) 11 (8.7) 
Father’s education 224 97 127 
No education/primary 7 (3.1) 5 (5.1) 2 (1.6) 
Secondary 31 (13.8) 9 (9.3) 22 (17.3) 
High school 56 (25.0) 20 (20.6) 36 (28.3) 
Colleague, university 84 (37.5) 47 (48.4) 37 (29.1) 
Do not know 46 (20.5) 16 (16.5) 30 (23.6) 
Mother’s education 223 97 126 
No education/primary 8 (3.6) 4 (4.1) 4 (3.2) 
Secondary 41 (18.4) 13 (13.4) 28 (22.2) 
High school 58 (26.1) 21 (21.6) 37 (29.4) 
Colleague, university 85 (38.1) 44 (45.4) 41 (32.5) 
Do not know 31 (13.9) 15 (15.5) 16 (12.7) 
Father’s occupation 219 95 124 
Government officer 62 (27.8) 27 (28.40) 35 (28.2) 
Self-employed businessperson 57 (25.6) 28 (29.5) 29 (23.4) 
Farmer 15 (6.7) 6 (5.3) 8 (6.4) 
Manual worker 14 (6.3) 5 (5.3) 9 (7.3) 
Unemployed 1 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.8) 
Other 56 (25.1) 25 (26.3) 31 (25.0) 
Do not know 15 (6.7) 4 (4.2) 11 (8.9) 
Mother’s occupation 224 97 127 
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 Full sample Male Female 
n (%) n (%) n (%) 
Government officer 71 (31.7) 36 (37.1) 35 (27.6) 
Self-employed businessperson 42 (18.7) 20 (20.6) 22 (17.3) 
Farmer 15 (6.7) 7 (7.2) 8 (6.3) 
Manual worker 46 (20.5) 13 (13.4) 33 (26.0) 
Other 41 (18.3) 17 (17.5) 24 (18.9) 
Do not know 9 (4.0) 4 (4.12) 5 (3.9) 
Number of siblings 224 97 127 
None 13 (5.8) 6 (6.2) 7 (5.5) 
One 124 (55.4) 53 (54.4) 71 (55.9) 
Two 67 (29.9) 31 (32.0) 36 (10.2) 
Three or more 20 (8.9) 7 (7.2) 13 (10.2) 
Child’s order in the family 210 92 118 
Oldest 106 (50.5) 48 (52.2) 58 (49.1) 
Middle 71 (33.8) 26 (28.3) 45 (38.1) 
Youngest 33 (15.7) 18 (19.6) 15 (12.7) 
Perception of family economic status 223 96 127 
Rich 7 (3.1) 6 (6.2) 1 (0.8) 
Above average 33 (14.8) 19 (20.0) 14 (11.0) 
Average 156 (70.0) 64 (66.7) 92 (72.4) 
Below average 24 (10.8) 7 (7.3) 17 (13.4) 
Poor 3 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Perception of family happiness  223 97 126 
Very happy/happy 107 (48.0) 49 (50.5) 58 (46.0) 
Not sure 104 (46.4) 48 (49.5) 56 (44.4) 
Very unhappy/unhappy 12 (5.4) 0 (0.0) 12 (9.5) 
Descriptive statistics for categorical variables 
Table 3-4 shows students spent a significant time online. Gaming and 
entertainment (94.6%), using social networks sites (86.8%), sending text messages 
(73.6%), and sending instant messages were the most frequently reported activities. 
From 36.8% to 48.8% of respondents reported that they sent an instant message and 
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text message at least several times a day. Over 50% of students reported accessing 
social network sites from several times a day to all of the time. 
Table 3-5 presents parents’ and teachers’ supervision and control over 
mobile phone usage and the Internet. About 45% of parents were unable to supervise 
their children online, while roundly 70% of parents controlled their child’s online 
activities and mobile phone usage. Similarly, about a third (34.1%) of respondents 
reported that their teachers did not supervise their online activities and between 
50%–66% reported their teachers did not control online activities or mobile phone 
usage. 
Table 3-4 Time spent online in the last week 
Specific online activities Never Several 
time a 
week 
Several 
times a day 
Several 
times an 
hour 
All the 
time 
Sending instant message (Yahoo 
Messenger, Facebook Messenger, Viber etc.) 
64 (32.3) 61 (30.8) 37 (18.7) 27 (13.6) 9 (4.5) 
Using social networking sites 
(Facebook…) 
27 (13.2) 67 (32.7) 68 (33.2) 22 (10.7) 21 (10.2) 
Sending email 167 (85.6) 24 (12.3) 1 (0.5) 2 (1.0) 1 (0.5) 
Sending text message  53 (26.4) 50 (24.9) 44 (22.0) 25 (12.4) 29 (14.4) 
Entertainment (music, movies) 11 (5.4) 65 (31.7) 79 (38.5) 25 (12.2) 25 (12.2) 
Searching information online 20 (10.0) 77 (38.5) 67 (33.5) 20 (10.0) 16 (8.0) 
Playing game online 84 (41.8) 64 (31.8) 28 (13.9) 14 (7.0) 11 (5.5) 
Shopping 170 (85.9) 24 (12.1) 4 (2.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Descriptive statistics for main continuous variables  
Prevalence of different bullying perpetration behaviours ranged between 
0.4% and 16.8%. The most common bullying behaviours were teasing (16.8%), 
hitting (9.3%), and exclusing (8.0%). The least common bullying behaviours were 
speading rumours (3.5%), robbing (1.3%), and other forms (0.4%). 
Prevalence of different bullying perpetration behaviours ranged between 
0.4% and 16.8%. The most common bullying behaviours were teasing (16.8%), 
hitting (9.3%), and excluding (8.0%). The least common bullying behaviours were 
spreading rumours (3.5%), robbing (1.3%), and other forms (0.4%).  
  
 69 
Prevalence of different bullying perpetration behaviours ranged between 
0.4% and 16.8%. The most common bullying behaviours were teasing (16.8%), 
hitting (9.3%), and excluding (8.0%). The least common bullying behaviours were 
spreading rumours (3.5%), robbing (1.3%), and other forms (0.4%). 
Table 3-6 presents descriptive statistics for continuous measures used in this 
study. The pilot findings show subscales of social support including family social 
support (four items), school support (four items), and friend support (four items) 
have satisfactory internal consistency with Cronbach‘s alpha ranging between 0.84 
and 0.91. The scales of depressive symptoms (20 items, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.89), 
psychological distress (10 items, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.90), and self-esteem (10 items, 
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.76) have highly satisfactory psychometric properties. 
All three subscales of the Attitudes toward Bullying Scale—rejection of weak 
children (five items, Cronbach’s alpha = 0.44), approval of bullying (four items, 
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.44), and support for victims (three items, Cronbach’s alpha = 
0.44)—have unacceptable psychometric properties with Cronbach’s alpha below 0.5. 
Table 3-5 Parent’ and teachers’ supervision and control of mobile phone usage 
and the Internet 
Specific online activities None of 
the time 
A little of 
the time 
Some of 
the time 
Most of 
the time 
All of the 
time 
Parents      
Supervise online activities, 
Internet access 
98 (44.7) 52 (23.7) 63 (28.8) 3 (1.4) 3 (1.4) 
Control online activities, 
Internet access 
55 (24.9) 49 (22.2) 68 (30.8) 37 (16.7) 12 (5.4) 
Control mobile phone usage 61 (28.2) 39 (18.1) 67 (31.0) 33 (15.3) 16 (7.4) 
Teachers      
Supervise online activities, 
Internet access 
74 (34.1) 46 (21.2) 80 (36.9) 8 (3.7) 9 (4.1) 
Control online activities, 
Internet access 
106 (49.1) 46 (21.3) 39 (18.1) 12 (5.6) 13 (6.0) 
Control mobile phone usage 73 (33.6) 30 (13.8) 56 (25.8) 22 (10.1) 36 (16.6) 
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Prevalence of bullying victimisation and perpetration 
Table 3-7 shows the prevalence of specific behaviours of bullying victimisation 
and bullying perpetration. Victimisation behaviours were endorsed by between 3.1% 
and 24.3%. The most common forms reported by students were being teased 
(24.3%), being rumoured (13.7%), and being threatened (13.3%). Being robbed was 
the least common form (3.1%). 
Prevalence of different bullying perpetration behaviours ranged between 
0.4% and 16.8%. The most common bullying behaviours were teasing (16.8%), hitting 
(9.3%), and excluding (8.0%). The least common bullying behaviours were spreading 
rumours (3.5%), robbing (1.3%), and other forms (0.4%). 
Table 3-6 Mean, standard deviation and reliability statistics of perceived family, 
friend, and school social support 
Subscales No. 
of 
items 
Range Cronbach’
s alpha 
Mean SD M K S 
Attitude toward bullying      
Rejection of weak children 5 5–15 0.44 10.8 2.0 11 2.8 -0.3 
Approval of bullying 4 4–12 0.44 9.5 1.4 10 5.0 -1.1 
Support for victims 3 3–9 0.44 4.2 1.3 4 4.3 1.2 
Social support 
Family’s social support 4 0–20 0.84 14.9 3.6 15 4.0 -0.8 
School’s social support 4 0–20 0.91 12.0 4.4 12 2.2 -0.1 
Friend’s social support 4 0–20 0.88 14.5 3.6 15 3.5 -0.7 
Depressive symptoms 20 0–58 0.89 16.8 12.0 13 3.7 1.1 
Psychological distress 10 10–47 0.90 19.9 7.9 18 3.5 0.9 
Self-esteem 10 10–34 0.76 22.4 4.0 22 3.5 -0.2 
Note: M = Median; K = Kurtosis; S = Skewness 
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Table 3-7 Prevalence of specific forms of bullying victimisation and perpetration  
Forms 
Being victimised A few 
times 
1–2 
times 
a month 
1–2 times 
a week 
Almost 
everyda
y No Yes 
Being  hit  197 
(89.9) 
22 (9.7) 12 (5.5) 4 (1.8) 4 (1.8) 2 (0.9) 
Being robbed 211 
(96.8) 
7 (3.1) 7 (3.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Being threatened 190 
(86.4) 
30 (13.3) 26 (11.5) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.4) 3 (1.4) 
Being teased 164 
(74.9) 
55 (24.3) 38 (17.3) 6 (2.7) 4 (1.8) 7 (3.2) 
Being excluded 193 
(88.5) 
25 (11.1) 17 (7.8) 4 (1.8) 1 (0.5) 3 (1.4) 
Being rumoured  187 
(85.8) 
31 (13.7) 28 (12.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.5) 2 (0.9) 
Others 201 
(95.7) 
9 (4.0) 6 (2.9) 1 (0.5) 0 (0.0) 2 (0.9) 
Forms 
Being perpetrator A few 
times 
1–2 
times 
a month 
1–2 times 
a week 
Almost 
everyda
y No Yes 
Hit 200 
(90.5) 
21 (9.3) 15 (6.8) 2 (0.9) 2 (0.9) 2 (0.9) 
Robbed 218 
(98.6) 
3 (1.3) 1 (0.4) 1 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.4) 
Threatened 207 
(94.1) 
13 (5.7) 11 (5.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (0.9) 
Teased 183 
(82.8) 
38 (16.8) 29 (13.1) 1 (0.4) 4 (1.8) 4 (1.8) 
Excluded 203 
(91.9) 
18 (8.0) 16 (7.2) 1 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.45) 
Rumoured 213 
(96.4) 
8 (3.5) 7 (3.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.4) 
Others 208 
(99.5) 
1 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
Table 3-8 shows that students were bullied via different modes of 
communication. While hitting and robbing were committed directly in-person, four 
remaining behaviours including threatening, teasing, excluding, and spreading 
  
 72 
rumours were implemented through both in-person and cyber ways (sending a 
message, phone call, or on a website). 
Table 3-8 Prevalence of specific bullying victimisation behaviours by modes of 
communication  
Behaviours Being 
bullied 
Modes of communication 
In-person Message Phone call Website 
Being  hit  30 (13.3) 30 (13.3) - - - 
Being robbed 7 (3.1) 7 (3.1) - - - 
Being threatened 30 (13.3) 27 (11.9) 14 (6.2) 20 (8.8) 23 (7.1) 
Being teased 55 (24.3) 53 (23.4) 32 (14.2) 34 (15.0) 31 (13.7) 
Being excluded 25 (11.1) 24 (10.6) 14 (6.2) 16 (7.1) 16 (7.1) 
Being rumoured  31 (13.7) 24 (10.6) 20 (8.8) 20 (8.8) 24 (10.6) 
Table 3-9 presents the prevalence of different bullying roles by gender and 
age. The combination of specific forms of bullying victimisation behaviours and 
bullying perpetration was used to generate total proportions for bullying 
victimisation and perpetration. Of the 226 students, 37.6% reported being victimised 
over the past six months whilst 23.9% of students reported bullying others. Bullying 
roles were captured by classifying students as not involved (accounting for 54.9%), 
victims only (21.2%), bullies only (7.5%), and bully-victims (16.4%) among the sample. 
There are no significant gender and age differences among bullying roles. 
Table 3-9 Prevalence of bullying roles by gender and age 
Bullying roles Not involved Victim only Bullies only Bully-victims P value 
N (%) 124 (54.9) 48 (21.2) 17 (7.6) 37 (16.4)  
Gender      
>0.05 Male 51 (52.58) 20 (20.6) 8 (8.2) 18 (18.6) 
Female 71 (55.91) 28 (22.0) 9 (7.1) 19 (15.0) 
Age in years      
12 21 (52.5) 9 (22.5) 2 (5.0) 8 (20.0)  
 13 14 (63.6) 3 (13.6) 1 (4.5) 4 (18.2) 
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Bullying roles Not involved Victim only Bullies only Bully-victims P value 
14 16 (43.2) 7 (18.9) 4 (10.8) 10 (27.0) >0.05 
15 22 (52.4) 11 (26.2) 3 (7.1) 6 (14.3) 
16 27 (57.4) 10 (21.3) 3 (6.4) 7(14.9) 
17 14 (66.7) 4 (19.0) 3 (14.3) 0 (0.0) 
 Table 3-10 presents associations between bullying roles and mental health 
indicators and self-harm behaviours. The findings suggest that those students 
involved in bullying as victims had more symptoms of depression and psychological 
distress than students not involved in bullying. Those involved in bullying as bully–
victims had more symptoms of psychological distress and higher odds of suicidal 
ideation. Meanwhile, adolescents who admitted bullying others had significantly 
higher odds of suicidal ideation and lower self-esteem. 
Table 3-10 Associations between bullying roles and mental health and 
self-harm behaviours 
Bullying roles Mental health and self-harm behaviours1 
Depression K10 Self-esteem Suicidal ideation 
β P value β P value β P value OR P value 
Not involved (ref.) 
Victims 6.3 <.01 5.3 <.001 0.5 >.05 0.5 >.05 
Bullies 4.1 >.05 2.1 >.05 -2.3 <.05 1.3 <.05 
Bully-victim 4.7 <.10 3.8 <.05 1.0 >.05 1.6 <.001 
1: Linear regression analyses were conducted for depression, psychological distress, and self-esteem 
while logistic regressions were used for suicidal ideation  
Implications of the pilot study 
The pilot study showed that the identity number-matching technique with 
two blank question booklets inside an open envelope was appropriate in this study. 
Almost all students followed the instruction correctly while several students (about 
one in twenty) took both forms outside or forgot to write their name on the envelope. 
However, the investigators were able to recognise and request them to correct this. 
It was noted that writing student names on the envelopes is very important for the 
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main surveys, so future investigators should remind students to double check to 
make sure their name is written on the envelope they receive. In addition, students 
took about 30–45 minutes to complete their question booklet. Forty-five minutes is 
equivalent to one teaching period at both middle and high schools in Vietnam; 
therefore, it was determined that this time interval is appropriate for administering 
the main survey with students. Given the pressure of examinations and time 
constraint for the final-year students in middle and high schools in Vietnam, students 
in Grade 9 and 12 were not invited to participate in the main surveys. 
Following the findings of the pilot survey, there were some modifications to 
the bullying instruments as follows: 
Some students participating in this pilot survey did not seem to spend time on 
reading the bullying definition mentioned in the questionnaire (Ybarra et al., 2012); 
therefore, I developed a poster with a larger user-friendly definition of bullying with 
cartoon images (Appendix E). The poster was attached to the class blackboard so the 
investigators were able to present the definition to all students, making sure they 
understood what bullying behaviours are. The aim was to reduce the risk of 
overestimation of bullying due to some students misunderstanding the difference 
between joking behaviours and bullying behaviours as the qualitative research found.  
The scales of bullying victimisation and perpetration were revised to better 
distinguish between traditional bullying and cyberbullying behaviours. In the pilot 
questionnaire, I measured frequency of bullying behaviours separately with 
frequency of modes of communication (in-person, via text message, website, etc.). 
Therefore, it was not possible to calculate the prevalence for specific bullying 
behaviours via different modes of communication.  
I re-classified modes of communication (in-person, via text message, email, 
Instant message, website, etc.) into three modes including in-person, direct cyber 
(bullying via cyberspace directly and only to the victim, such as via email, message, 
etc.), and indirect cyber (online to not only the victim but also to a wide range of 
audiences, such as a post on Facebook or a website, etc.).  
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The subscales measuring attitude of students towards bullying were revised 
because of unacceptable psychometric properties. The scales were translated and 
discussed with two Vietnamese public health specialists and tested with two school 
students to make sure the scales could be accurately comprehended.   
The question asking students about their academic achievement last 
semester was removed because most students participating in the pilot reported that 
they had excellent (52.5%) or good academic achievement (40%). The findings 
suggest either there is not much difference in academic achievement among students 
(based on this type of measurement) or the measure is not accurate because of 
retrospective recall or social desirability bias. 
3.13 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF BULLYING VICTIMISATION AND 
PERPETRATION SCALES  
Based on the findings of the qualitative research describing bullying 
experiences of school students, the six bullying behaviours—hitting, robbing, 
threatening, teasing/calling mean names, excluding, and spreading rumours from the 
revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (Olweus, 1996)—were employed to 
measure both traditional and cyberbullying victimisation and perpetration. The 
qualitative findings indicate that school students in Vietnam are not well educated 
about bullying and cyberbullying. Therefore, a bullying definition was adapted from 
Ybarra et al. (2012) and Langos (2012) along with cartoons depicting bullying 
behaviours which were provided to students to standardise their understanding of 
bullying. Literature shows the presentation of definitions using cartoons successfully 
attracts young people’s attention and interest in the task (Smith et al., 2002). The 
definition of bullying used in this study is presented as below:  
 We consider that a young person is bullied when someone repeatedly and intentionally 
says or does mean or nasty things to them. The behavior happens more than once and 
occurs between people of different power or strength—the bully might be physically 
stronger, socially more popular, have much more friends or some other type of strength, 
which makes someone unable to defend him or herself. These things can happen in-
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person (at school, on the way to or from school), though technological devices in a 
direct/private way to only you (as through text message, instant message, phone call, 
email, etc.), or in an indirect/public way that everyone can see or hear (as through 
website, Facebook, or Youtube).  
For the victimisation scale, students were prompted with the question, ‘How 
often have you been bullied in any way during the last six months?’; then six items 
were presented. The bullying perpetration measurement was similar with different 
prompts to ask the students how often they bullied others. I distinguished traditional 
bullying from cyberbullying via different modes of communication (in-person or 
cyber) by which students experienced bullying behaviours. Specifically, the first two 
items (i.e., hitting and robbing) were only used to measure traditional bullying 
victimisation and perpetration; while the four remaining items were used to assess 
the traditional form, the direct cyber form, and the indirect cyber form. The five-point 
Likert scale of 0 = never, 1 = a few times during the last six months, 2 = once or twice 
a month, 3 = once or twice a week, 4 = almost every day was used to measure 
frequency of behaviour via each mode of communication. The bullying victimisation 
scale comprises 14 items (α = 0.86). The bullying perpetration scale also comprises 
14 items (α = 0.84). Being consistent with the definition of bullying, the cut-off point 
to identify bullying or victimisation behaviours was from ‘1 = a few times’ to more 
often. The scores ranged from 0 to 56 for both scales of victimisation and 
perpetration, with higher scores indicating a higher level of involvement. The list of 
behaviours in the bullying victimisation scale and bullying perpetration scale are 
presented in Table 3-11. 
3.13.1 Procedures for developing and validating the scales 
A list of bullying behaviours was based on a review of available traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying scales and findings from the qualitative research exploring 
the experiences and perceptions of Vietnamese school students of traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying.  
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Different types of validity including face validity, content or logical validity, 
construct validity, and predictive validity were assessed. 
For content validity, the scales were reviewed by six experts (three QUT 
supervisors, two Vietnamese public health experts, and a Vietnamese sociologist) to 
obtain agreement on the items representing important facets of traditional and 
cyberbullying. For face validity, the finalised Vietnamese scales were reviewed by five 
school students and pretested with 226 students prior to the main survey. For 
construct validity, principal component analysis was conducted to explore the factor 
structure of the bullying victimisation scale and bullying perpetration scale. Then, the 
associations between scores of victimisation and perpetration and gender, age, 
depressive symptoms, psychological distress, and suicidal ideation were examined to 
access predictive validity of scales. 
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Table 3-11 List of behaviours of the bullying victimisation and bullying perpetration scales  
Bullying victimisation scale  Bullying perpetration scale 
Item 
No 
Items Item 
No 
Items 
1 Being hit, kicked, shoved around (in-person)  1 Hit, kicked, shoved around others (in-person) 
2 Being robbed, stolen, or property was broken (in-person)  2 Robbed, stolen, or broke others’ property (in-person) 
3 Being threatened, criticised, forced to do unwanted things 
(in-person) 
 3 Threatened, criticised, forced others to do unwanted things 
(in-person) 
4 Being threatened, criticised, forced to do unwanted things 
(direct cyber) 
 4 Threatened, criticised, forced others to do unwanted things 
(direct cyber) 
5 Being threatened, criticised, forced to do unwanted things 
(indirect cyber) 
 5 Threatened, criticised, forced others to do unwanted things 
(indirect cyber) 
6 Being called mean named, made fun of, or teased in rude 
ways (in-person) 
 6 Called mean named, made fun of, or teased others in rude 
ways (in-person) 
7 Being called mean named, made fun of, or teased in rude 
ways (direct cyber) 
 7 Called mean named, made fun of, or teased others in rude 
ways (direct cyber) 
8 Being called mean named, made fun of, or teased in rude 
ways (indirect cyber) 
 8 Called mean named, made fun of, or teased others in rude 
ways (indirect cyber) 
9 Being excluded from group (in-person)   9 Excluded others from group (in-person)  
10 Being excluded from group (direct cyber)  10 Excluded others from group (direct cyber) 
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Bullying victimisation scale  Bullying perpetration scale 
Item 
No 
Items Item 
No 
Items 
11 Being excluded from group (indirect cyber)  11 Excluded others from group (indirect cyber) 
12 Being the target of rumours (in-person)  12 Spread rumours (in-person) 
13 Being the target of rumours (direct cyber)  13 Spread rumours (direct cyber) 
14 Being the target of rumours (indirect cyber)  14 Spread rumours (indirect cyber) 
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3.13.2 Validity and reliability of the bullying victimisation scale  
An evaluation of the covariance matrix (including the correlation among 
items, Bartlett’s test of Sphericity, and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin/KMO test) was conducted 
to make sure the data were appropriate for factor analysis. The results from the 
correlation matrix showed that all items have correlation with at least another item, 
ranging from 0.32 < r < 0.71 (the items will be insufficiently correlated if r<.30 and 
highly correlated if r>.80) (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003, p.87). The KMO coefficient 
was 0.91 and the X 2= 10817.925 from the Barlett test was significant (p <0.001) for 
the scale. These results suggested that the data were suitable for principal 
component factor analysis (Pett et al., 2003, p.78). 
Table 3-12 Correlation matrix of items in the bullying victimisation scale 
 Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1 1.0              
2 0.39 1.0             
3 0.41 0.46 1.0            
4 0.2 0.32 0.45 1.0           
5 0.25 0.38 0.45 0.62 1.0          
6 0.43 0.29 0.37 0.23 0.28 1.0         
7 0.26 0.35 0.44 0.56 0.58 0.30 1.0        
8 0.20 0.30 0.41 0.48 0.60 0.27 0.66 1.0       
9 0.24 0.24 0.37 0.27 0.31 0.29 0.36 0.29 1.0      
10 0.21 0.38 0.41 0.54 0.57 0.18 0.64 0.54 0.42 1.0     
11 0.18 0.34 0.38 0.54 0.55 0.17 0.58 0.52 0.40 0.86 1.0    
12 0.31 0.36 0.48 0.32 0.37 0.35 0.44 0.36 0.40 0.37 0.37 1.0   
13 0.22 0.35 0.40 0.62 0.57 0.26 0.64 0.56 0.36 0.69 0.63 0.46 1.0  
14 0.15 0.32 0.37 0.50 0.54 0.24 0.54 0.58 0.33 0.65 0.63 0.36 0.71 1.0 
Note: see Table 3-11 for the list of bullying victimisation behaviours 
  
 81 
  
Figure 3-3 Scree plot presenting possible components of the bullying 
victimisation scales 
The scree plot (Figure 3-3) and the findings of principal component analysis 
(Table 3-13) show the scale of bullying victimisation had two components accounting 
for 58.0% of the total variance. The first component was named cyberbullying 
victimisation and consisted of eight items with factor loadings ranging between 0.71 
and 0.86, accounting for 46.9% of the total variance of the scale. The second 
component was named traditional bullying victimisation and included six items with 
factor loadings ranging between 0.44 and 0.77 (five items have a factor loading above 
0.60), accounting for 11.1% of the total variance of the scale (Table 3-13).  All original 
items were retained in the validated scale. The internal consistency coefficient for 
the bullying victimisation scale was found to be 0.85. The correlation coefficients in 
the sub-dimensions of the scale were 0.92 for the first component and 0.73 for the 
second component. The analysis of reliability and validity of this bullying victimisation 
scale was published in Vietnam (Le et al., 2016). 
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Table 3-13 The factor loadings of the items in bullying victimisation scale 
 
Items 
Component 1: 
Cyberbullying 
victimisation 
Component 2: 
Traditional 
victimisation 
Being direct cyber threatened 0.70 0.23 
Being indirectly cyber threatened  0.71 0.31 
Being directly cyber teased  0.74 0.31 
Being indirectly cyber teased 0.71 0.24 
Being directly cyber excluded  0.86 0.17 
Being indirectly cyber excluded 0.83 0.14 
Being the direct victim of cyber rumours  0.81 0.23 
Being the indirect victim of cyber rumours  0.79 0.15 
Being hit  0.02 0.77 
Being robbed  0.29 0.60 
Being in-person threatened  0.37 0.66 
Being in-person teased  0.08 0.72 
Being in-person excluded  0.36 0.44 
Being the victim of in-person rumours  0.36 0.60 
Cronbach’s alpha of each component  0.92 0.73 
Cronbach’s alpha of the whole scale 0.85 
Explained variance (%) 46.9 11.1 
Total explained variance of whole scale (%) 58.0 
Table 3-14 presents analyses of the predictive validity of the bullying 
victimisation scale. The findings show that bullying victimisation had significant 
associations with gender, age, and mental health problems and suicidal ideation. 
Younger males were more likely to be victimised than their female counterparts. 
Adolescents who were involved in bullying as victims had higher levels of depressive 
symptoms and psychological distress and had significantly higher odds of suicidal 
ideation. 
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Table 3-14 Correlations between bullying victimisation and asscociated factors 
Variables Bullying victimisation 
Mean (SD) 95% CI t test/ F 
Gender    
Male 2,94 (6,20) 2,46 – 3,42 t = 4,0650*** 
Female 1,82 (4,10) 1,54 – 2,11  
Years    
12 2,76 (5,34)  F = 5,53*** 
13 3,42 (5,92)   
14 2,01 (3,08)   
16 1,78 (3,73)   
17 1,88 (6,15)   
Depressive symptoms    
Normal 1,65 (4,26) 1,35-1,95 t = -4,4779*** 
Have depressive symptoms 2,77 (4,55) 2,37-3,16  
Symptoms of psychological distress   
Low 1,43 (3,89)  F = 20,21*** 
Neutral 1,86 (3,56)   
High 3,25 (5,17)   
Suicidal ideation     
No 2,09 (4,90)  t = -4.2146*** 
Yes 3,73 (6,45)   
Note: *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
3.13.3 Validity and reliability of the bullying perpetration scale  
For the scale of bullying perpetration, the correlation matrix shows that all 
item correlations are between 0.30 and 0.79. The KMO coefficient was 0.89 and the 
X2 = 10712.091 from the Barlett test was significant (p <0.001) for the bullying 
perpetration scale. The findings suggest the data is suitable for factor analysis (Pett 
et al., 2003, p.78). 
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Table 3-15 Correlation matrix in items in the bullying perpetration scale 
 Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1 1.0              
2 0.30 1.0             
3 0.52 0.46 1.0            
4 0.25 0.51 0.48 1.0           
5 0.18 0.42 0.39 0.79 1.0          
6 0.38 0.23 0.42 0.25 0.15 1.0         
7 0.21 0.37 0.42 0.62 0.45 0.34 1.0        
8 0.13 0.28 0.28 0.55 0.52 0.24 0.53 1.0       
9 0.22 0.16 0.30 0.22 0.19 0.24 0.20 0.28 1.0      
10 0.15 0.27 0.25 0.49 0.43 0.17 0.40 0.50 0.41 1.0     
11 0.20 0.33 0.35 0.56 0.53 0.19 0.49 0.49 0.33 0.65 1.0    
12 0.25 0.21 0.37 0.40 0.31 0.27 0.34 0.31 0.33 0.39 0.48 1.0   
13 0.19 0.32 0.35 0.64 0.58 0.18 0.52 0.53 0.28 0.61 0.72 0.58 1.0  
14 0.17 0.36 0.36 0.66 0.63 0.16 0.46 0.72 0.33 0.63 0.68 0.47 0.70 1.0 
The principal component analysis and the scree plot (Table 3-15 and Figure 
3-4) show that the scale of bullying perpetration had a three-factor structure 
accounting for 64.42% of the total variance. The rotated component matrix shows 
that there are seven items with strong loading on two factors : indirect cyber 
excluding had a loading factor of 0.59 on the first component and 0.58 on the second 
component; direct cyber excluding had a loading factor pf 0.47 on the first component 
and 0.66 on the second component; direct cyber spreading rumour had a loading 
factor of 0.65 on the first component and 0.55 on the second component; indirect 
cyber spreading rumour had a loading factor of 0.72 on Component 1 and 0.51 on 
Component 2, and robbing had a loading factor of 0.57 on Component 1 and 0.46 on 
the third component (Table 3-16). According to Pett et al. (2003, p.173), items with 
strong loading factors (>= 0.40) on multiple factors are problematic but it commonly 
occurs. Deciding which component is the best for items with highly significant loading 
factors depends on the closeness in conceptual meaning of the component and is 
based on the contribution of the item to internal consistency of the component (Pett 
et al., 2003, p.173). 
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Figure 3-4 Scree Plot  presenting possible components of the bullying 
perpetration scales 
After considering an item’s meaning and evaluating internal consistency, 
items were placed in three components as follows: the first component consisted of 
four items (direct cyber threatening, indirect cyber threatening, direct cyber teasing, 
and indirect cyber teasing) with the item loadings ranging between 0.64 and 0.85. 
Accounting for 22.2% of the total variance in the scale, this factor was termed cyber 
threatening and teasing. The second factor consisted of six items (direct cyber 
excluding, indirect cyber excluding, direct cyber rumour spreading, indirect rumour 
spreading, in-person excluding, and in-person rumour spreading) with the loadings 
of the items ranging between 0.51 and 0.71. Accounting for 22.4% of the total 
variance in the scale, this factor was termed social–relational bullying. The third 
factor consisted of four items (robbing, hitting, in-person threatening, and in-person 
teasing) with the loadings ranging between 0.46 and 0.77. Accounting for 18.4% of 
the total variance in the scale, this factor was termed physical and verbal bullying 
(see Table 3-16). The internal consistency coefficient of the whole scale was 0.84. 
The internal consistency coefficients of the three components were 0.83 for cyber 
threatening and teasing, 0.81 for social–relational bullying, and 0.67 for physical and 
verbal bullying. 
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Table 3-16 The factor loadings of the items in bullying perpetration scale 
Items Component 1: 
Cyber 
threatening 
and teasing 
Component 2: 
Social 
relational 
bullying 
Component 3: 
Physical and 
verbal 
bullying 
Direct cyber threatening  0.85 0.15 0.24 
Indirect cyber threatening  0.83 0.12 0.12 
Direct cyber teasing  0.64 0.18 0.31 
Indirect cyber teasing  0.65 0.37 0.04 
Indirect cyber excluding  0.59 0.58 0.07 
Direct cyber excluding  0.47 0.66 -0.003 
Direct cyber rumour spreading 0.65 0.55 0.06 
Indirect cyber rumour spreading   0.72 0.51 0.02 
In-person excluding  -0.27 0.71 0.28 
In-person rumour spreading  0.23 0.64 0.27 
Robbing  0.57 0.20 0.46 
Hitting  0.05 0.13 0.77 
In-person threatening   0.35 0.14 0.74 
In-person teasing  0.06 0.20 0.70 
Cronbach’s alpha of each component 0.83 0.81 0.67 
Cronbach’s alpha of the whole scale 0.84   
Explained variance (%) 22.2 22.4 18.4 
Total explained variance (%) 64.4 
3.13.4 Summary 
The results of the principal component analysis for the bullying victimisation 
scale indicate that two factors emerged that accounted for 58.0% of the total 
variance. For predictive validity, results showed high associations between mean 
score of victimisation and gender, age, depressive syndromes, psychological distress, 
and suicidal ideation. Internal consistency coefficients for cyberbullying victimisation 
and traditional bullying victimisation subscales were satisfactory.  
The principal component analysis for the bullying perpetration scale revealed 
that three factors emerged which accounted for 64.42% of the total variance. Internal 
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consistency coefficients for reliability of the three subscales were moderate to high. 
Both scales of bullying victimisation and bullying perpetration are valid and reliable 
instruments. 
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Chapter 4: Prevalence and temporal patterns 
of bullying roles over Time 1 and 2 
4.1 INTRODUCTION  
A review of the literature indicates that estimates of the prevalence of 
traditional bullying and cyberbullying vary widely. As is often the case in behavioural 
epidemiology studies that rely on self-report surveys, the estimates vary for many 
reasons; much of the variation is caused by methodological factors (e.g., sampling 
and measurement error), while a minority of the differences between studies reflects 
true differences in the underlying risk of bullying roles due to cultural, economic, 
social, family and school factors. To address these gaps, I report the proportions of 
bullying victimisation and perpetration among adolescents in Vietnam by addressing 
existing limitations in bullying measurement.  
The aims of this chapter were to (i) describe characteristics of the 
respondents; (ii) describe the prevalence of specific behaviours of bullying 
victimisation and perpetration; (iii) estimate the extent of overlap between four 
different roles of bullying (traditional bullying victimisation, traditional bullying 
perpetration, cyberbullying victimisation, and cyberbullying perpetration); and (iv) 
examine temporal stability and change in bullying roles across an academic year. 
4.2 DATA ANALYSES 
Data analyses were performed using Stata (version 11.2). Descriptive analyses 
were employed to explore the prevalence of and stability and change in bullying 
victimisation and perpetration, and describe the characteristics and distribution of 
other variables.  
  
 90 
4.3 CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS 
4.3.1 Demographic characteristics of respondents 
Characteristics of respondents measured at baseline are presented in Table 
4-1. Male students comprised 45.1% of the sample. The mean age was 14.7 years (SD 
= 1.9). The sample was distributed across years: Year 12 (16.8%), Year 13 (20.1%), 
Year 14 (12.3%), Year 16 (27.7%), and Year 17 (23.1%).  
Table 4-1 Demographic characteristics of the sample measured at Time 1  
 Full sample Male Female 
N (%) N (%) N (%) 
Gender 1,424 (100) 642 (45.1) 782 (54.9) 
Age    
Range: 12–17 Mean (SD): 14.7 (1.9)  
Years    
12 239 (16.8) 121 (18.9) 118 (15.1) 
13 287 (20.1) 153 (23.8) 134 (17.1) 
14 175 (12.3)   92 (14.3)   83 (10.6) 
16 394 (27.7) 142 (22.1) 252 (32.2) 
17 329 (23.1) 134 (20.9) 195 (24.9) 
4.3.2 Characteristics of participants’ families 
Table 4-2 presents characteristics of respondents’ families. The majority of 
students lived with both of their parents (87.6%) and had one or more siblings 
(89.0%). Parental educational levels and occupation appeared to be similar for both 
father and mother. More than 40% of fathers and mothers had a university degree; 
whilst the proportion of those who only attended secondary school was 11.3% for 
fathers and 14% for mothers. About 60% of both parents were working for the 
government sector or self-employed business; however, the proportion of mothers 
who worked manually was higher than among fathers (18.3% vs. 5.5%). Parents who 
do farming were relatively rare in this sample, as this study was conducted in urban 
areas rather than rural areas. Some 90% of students were living in a family with more 
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than one child. About 10% of respondents perceived their economic condition as 
below average; and 60% perceived it as average rated their family as about at average 
level. It is noted that about 42% of students could not evaluate how happy their 
family was; while nearly 4.3% felt their family was unhappy. 
Table 4-2 Characteristics of family measured at Time 1 
Family characteristics Full sample 
N (%) 
Male  
N (%) 
Female  
N (%) 
Family structure 1394 (100) 626 (44.9) 768 (55.1) 
Two parents 1221 (87.6) 553 (45.3) 668 (54.7) 
Parent and step-parent 112 (8.0) 47 (42.0) 65 (58.0) 
Single parent 27 (1.9) 13 (48.1) 14 (51.8) 
Other adult caregiver 34 (2.4) 13 (38.2) 21 (61.8) 
Father’s education 1385 (100) 624 (45.0) 761 (54.9) 
No education/primary 28 (2.0) 12 (42.9) 16 (57.1) 
Secondary 157 (11.3) 63 (40.1) 94 (59.9) 
High school 251 (18.1) 95 (37.8) 156 (62.1) 
College/university 609 (44.0) 293 (48.1) 316 (51.9) 
Do not know 340 (24.5) 161 (47.3) 179 (52.6) 
Mother’s education 1386 (100) 625 (45.1) 761 (54.9) 
No education/primary 33 (2.4) 15 (45.4) 18 (54.5) 
Secondary 191 (13.8) 76 (39.8) 115 (60.2) 
Tertiary 287 (20.7) 121 (42.2) 166 (57.8) 
College/university 572 (41.3) 276 (48.2) 296 (51.7) 
Do not know 303 (21.9) 137 (45.2) 166 (54.8) 
Father’s occupation 1362 (100) 612 (44.9) 750 (55.1) 
Government officer 371 (27.2) 153 (25.0) 218 (29.1) 
Self-employed business 512 (37.6) 239 (39.0) 273 (36.4) 
Farmer 57 (4.2) 19 (3.1) 38 (5.1) 
Manual worker 75 (5.5) 30 (4.9) 45 (6.0) 
Unemployed 20 (1.5) 8 (1.3) 12 (1.6) 
Others 248 (18.2) 115 (18.8) 133 (17.7) 
Do not know 79 (5.8) 48 (7.8) 31 (4.1) 
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Family characteristics Full sample 
N (%) 
Male  
N (%) 
Female  
N (%) 
Mother’s occupation 1379 (100) 620 (45.0) 759 (55.0) 
Government officer 351 (25.4) 153 (24.7) 198 (26.1) 
Self-employed business 457 (33.1) 218 (35.2) 239 (31.5) 
Farmer 58 (4.2) 18 (2.9) 40 (5.3) 
Manual worker 252 (18.3) 96 (15.5) 156 (20.5) 
Unemployed 12 (0.9) 6 (1.0) 6 (0.8) 
Others 199 (14.4) 97 (15.6) 102 (13.4) 
Do not know 50 (3.6) 32 (5.2) 18 (2.4) 
Number of siblings 1388 (100) 623 (44.9) 765 (55.1) 
None 154 (11.1) 83 (53.9) 71 (46.1) 
One 603 (43.4) 258 (42.8) 345 (57.2) 
Two 478 (34.4) 226 (47.3) 252 (52.7) 
Three or more 153 (11.0) 56 (36.6) 97 (63.4) 
Child’s order in the family 1230 (100) 537 (43.7) 693 (56.3) 
The oldest 602 (48.9) 273 (45.3) 329 (54.6) 
Middle 224 (18.2) 92 (41.1) 132 (58.9) 
The youngest 404 (32.8) 172 (42.6) 232 (57.4) 
Perceived perception of 
family economic 
condition 
1389 (100) 624 (44.9) 765 (55.1) 
Rich 38 (2.7) 22 (3.5) 16 (2.1) 
Above average 182 (13.1) 77 (12.3) 105 (13.7) 
Average 853 (61.4) 385 (61.7) 468 (61.2) 
Below average 133 (9.6) 44 (7.0) 89 (11.6) 
Poor 37 (2.7) 17 (2.7) 20 (2.6) 
Do not know 146 (10.5) 79 (12.7) 67 (8.8) 
Perceived perception of 
family happiness  
1386 (100) 622 (44.9) 764 (55.1) 
Very happy/happy 745 (53.8) 368 (49.4) 377 (50.6) 
Not sure 581 (41.9) 233 (40.1) 348 (59.9) 
Very unhappy/unhappy 60 (4.3) 21 (35.0) 39 (65.0) 
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In regard to students’ perception of family social support at baseline, about 
two-thirds of respondents (60%) said that they received social support from their 
family (e.g., emotional support, sharing, helping to make decisions); while 20% 
indicated they did not get family social support, as they were unable to talk about 
their problems with their family; or their family could not help them to make 
decisions (Appendix K, Table K4- 1). 
4.3.3 Characteristics of school environment  
In regard to the students’ perception of school social support at the Time 1 
survey, nearly half of the respondents (46.8%) agreed that they received social 
support from school staff, whilst 32% said they did not get school social support, 
indicating there was no school staff members around when they were in need 
(24.3%), they cannot share with school staff members (32%), they do not have school 
staff members as a real source of comfort (25%), and there were no school staff 
members who cared about students’ feelings (28.1%) (Appendix K, Table K4- 2). 
In relation to social support from peers, while 15% of students did not 
think their friends can help, share with them, or talk to them, about 60% students 
reported they did receive their peer’s social support (Appendix K, Table K4- 3). 
The respondents perceived that they receive the highest support from 
peers (mean = 14.3, SD=4.1), then from family (mean = 14.1, SD = 4.2). Social 
support from school (mean = 12.6, SD = 4.1) was the least reported by school 
adolescents (Appendix K, Table K4- 4). 
4.3.4 ICT usage and adults’ supervision and monitoring 
In regard to the hours that students spend surfing online, it is clear that 
of the 1308 students who are able to access technological devices, about 40% 
spent from one to three hours accessing the Internet; and about 21% of students 
went online for under one hour. The proportion of students who were online for 
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four hours or more daily was about 12.8%. More males reported being online 
from one to two hours daily than females; however, more females reported 
having more than three hours online than males (Appendix K, Table K4- 5). 
Among students who accessed the Internet daily, more than 50% reported 
they go online for social communication, using social networking, and entertainment; 
whereas about 30% of student reported they go online for study purposes. In contrast 
to daily users, those who are accessing the Internet several times a week tend to use 
the Internet for study rather than for entertainment and social communicaiton. It is 
noted that a quarter of the sample never used the Internet for studying (Appendix K, 
Table K4- 6). 
 Both parents and teachers did not spend much time supervising and 
controlling students’ use of smart phones and Internet. They tend to spend 
limited time supervising and controlling activities. Notably, a large proportion of 
students reported that their parents and teachers never supervise or control 
them when they access the Internet (42% for parent ’s supervision; and 33% and 
44% for teachers’ supervision and control of smart phone usage and Internet 
access, respectively) (Appendix K, Table K4- 7). 
4.4 PREVALENCE OF BULLYING ROLES 
4.4.1 Traditional and cyberbullying victimisation 
Table 4-3 show the prevalence of specific forms of bullying and cyberbullying 
victimisation at Time 1 and Time 2. Traditional bullying items were endorsed by 
between 6.8% and 27.5% (Time 1) and 5.3% to 21.6% (Time 2). The most common 
forms reported by students at Time 1 and Time 2 were: ‘being hit/kicked/shoved 
around’ (26.2% and 20.4%, respectively) and ‘being called mean name/made fun 
of/or teased in hurtful way’ (27.5% and 21.6%). ‘Being excluded’ was the least 
common traditional bullying behaviour among victims at both times. 
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Cyberbullying victimisation was reported much less often than traditional 
bullying victimisation, although the relative proportions were similar. For example, 
‘being called mean name/made fun of/teasing in hurtful way’ at Time 1 and Time 2 
was more common than other forms of cyberbullying (7.9% and 6.0%). Similarly, the 
proportion ‘being excluded’ was the least common experience among the forms of 
cyberbullying (2.5% and 1.7%). 
Table 4-3 Prevalence of specific victimsation behaviours by frequency at Time 1 
and Time 2 
Specific Behaviours  
 
Never 
n (%) 
A few 
times 
n (%) 
1–2 
times 
a month 
n (%) 
1–2 
times 
a week 
n (%) 
Almost 
everyday 
n (%) 
TIME 1 
Traditional victimisation 
Being  hit  1051 (73.8) 219 (15.4) 50 (3.5) 38 (2.7) 66 (4.6) 
Being robbed 1254 (88.1) 117 (8.2) 26 (1.8) 15 (1.0) 12 (0.8) 
Being threatened 1284 (90.2) 84 (5.9) 19 (1.3) 14 (1.0) 23 (1.6) 
Being teased 10.32 
(72.5) 
216 (15.2) 32 (2.2) 53 (3.7) 91 (6.4) 
Being excluded 1327 (93.2) 52 (3.6) 13 (0.9) 12 (0.8) 20 (1.4) 
Being rumoured 1258 (88.3) 91 (6.4) 22 (1.5) 26 (1.8) 27 (1.9) 
Direct cyber victimisation 
Being threatened  1373 (96.4) 34 (2.4) 3 (0.2) 4 (0.3) 10 (0.7) 
Being teased  1341 (94.2) 57 (1.0) 7 (0.5) 6 (0.4) 13 (0.9) 
Being excluded  1395 (98.0) 17 (1.2) 4 (0.3) 1 (0.1) 7 (0.5) 
Being rumoured  1367 (96.0) 44 (3.1) 3 (0.2) 3 (0.2) 7 (0.5) 
Indirect cyber victimisation 
Being threatened  1366 (95.9) 37 (2.6) 4 (0.3) 5 (0.3) 12 (0.8) 
Being teased  1347 (95.0) 49 (3.4) 8 (0.6) 9 (0.6) 11 (0.8) 
Being excluded  1391 (97.7) 19 (1.3) 2 (0.1) 5 (0.3) 7 (0.5) 
Being rumoured  1366 (95.9) 39 (2.8) 6 (0.4) 7 (0.5) 6 (0.4) 
TIME 2 
Traditional victimisation     
Being  hit  1134 (79.6) 153 (10.7) 38 (2.7) 45 (3.2) 54 (3.8) 
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Specific Behaviours  
 
Never 
n (%) 
A few 
times 
n (%) 
1–2 
times 
a month 
n (%) 
1–2 
times 
a week 
n (%) 
Almost 
everyday 
n (%) 
Being robbed 1297 (91.1) 68 (4.8) 23 (1.6) 22 (1.5)  14 (1.0) 
Being threatened 1319 (92.6) 61 (4.3) 12 (0.8) 13 (0.9) 19 (1.3) 
Being teased 1116 (78.4) 163 (11.4) 21 (1.5) 33 (2.3) 91 (6.4) 
Being excluded 1349 (94.7) 36 (2.5) 15 (1.0) 9 (0.6) 15 (1.0) 
Being rumoured 1284 (90.2) 90 (6.3) 16 (1.1) 13 (0.9) 21 (1.5) 
Direct cyber victimisation    
Being threatened  1381 (97.0) 25 (1.8) 8 (0.6) 1 (0.1) 9 (0.6) 
Being teased  1352 (94.9) 43 (3.0) 6 (0.4) 8 (0.6) 15 (1.0) 
Being excluded  1401 (98.4) 13 (0.9) 2 (0.1) 0 8 (0.6) 
Being rumoured  1369 (96.1) 29 (2.0) 13 (0.9) 5 (0.3) 8 (0.6) 
Indirect cyber victimisation    
Being threatened  1384 (97.2) 23 (1.6) 4 (0.3) 5 (0.3) 8 (0.6) 
Being teased  1374 (96.5) 31 (2.2) 4 (0.3) 8 (0.6) 7 (0.5) 
Being excluded  1405 (98.7) 10 (0.7) 0 2 (0.1) 7 (0.5) 
Being rumoured  1381 (97.0) 26 (1.8) 4 (0.3) 6 (0.4) 7 (0.5) 
In the total sample, 43.5% of adolescents reported they had been bullied in a 
traditional form over the past six months at Time 1. This figure reduced to 32.4% after 
six months at the follow-up survey. The prevalence of cyber victimisation was about 
3.5 times less than traditional victimisation at both Time 1 and Time 2 (12.0% and 
9.4%). In total, 44.7% (Time 1) and 33.1% (Time 2) of adolescents reported that they 
were bullied by any or both forms of traditional and cyberbullying behaviours over 
the last six months (Table 4-4). 
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Table 4-4 Prevalence of  traditional bullying victimisation and cyberbullying 
victimisation experiences at Time 1 and Time 2 (%) 
 
Behaviours 
Time 1 Time 2 
Traditional 
n (%) 
Cyber 
n (%) 
Traditional 
n (%) 
Cyber 
n (%) 
Being  hit  373 (26.2) - 290 (20.4) - 
Being robbed 170 (11.9) - 127 (8.9) - 
Being threatened 140 (9.8) 78 (5.5) 105 (7.4) 57 (4.0) 
Being teased 392 (27.5) 112 (7.9) 308 (21.6) 86 (6.0) 
Being excluded 97 (6.8) 36 (2.5) 75 (5.3) 24 (1.7) 
Being rumoured 166 (11.7) 83 (5.8) 140 (9.8) 69 (4.8) 
Any behaviours 620 (43.5) 170 (11.9) 461 (32.4) 134 (9.4) 
Traditional and cyber form 637 (44.7) 472 (33.1) 
4.4.2 Traditional and cyberbullying perpetration 
Table 4-5 shows the data for traditional and cyber perpetration at the baseline 
and follow-up surveys. Prevalence estimates for traditional bullying behaviours 
ranged from 3.0% to 17.3% (Time 1) and 2.7% to 13.0% (Time 2). 
The most common forms of traditional bullying perpetration reported by 
students at Time 1 and Time 2 were: hit/kicked/shoved around’ (17.3% and 13.0%, 
respectively), and ‘called mean name/made fun of/or teased in hurtful way’ (14.2% 
and 10.5%). The rates for other behaviours were: ‘excluded others’ (7.4% and 5.6%), 
‘threatened, forced others to do unwanted things’ (6.0% and 4.5%), ‘spread rumours’ 
(4.1% and 3.7%), and ‘robbed/stolen/damaged properties’ (3.0% and 2.7%). 
Cyberbullying perpetration was reported by 2.2% to 4.0% (Time 1) and 2.0% 
to 2.9% (Time 2) across various actions. Similar to traditional bullying, the most 
common form of cyberbullying perpetration was ‘called mean name/made fun 
of/teasing in hurtful way’ (4.0% and 2.9%). Although the prevalence of specific 
bullying behaviour tends to reduce from Time 1 to Time 2, the proportion of being 
‘threatened/forced to do unwanted things’ was slightly higher at follow-up (from 
2.2% to 2.6%, see more in Table 4-6). 
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Table 4-5 Prevalence of specific bullying perpetration behaviours by 
frequency at Time 1 and Time 2 
Behaviours 
Never A few 
times 
1–2 times 
a month 
1–2 times 
a week 
Almost 
everyday 
TIME 1 
Traditional bullying perpetration 
Hit  1177 (82.6) 150 (10.5) 33 (2.3) 29 (2.0) 35 (2.5) 
Robbed 1381 (97.0) 24 (1.7) 8 (0.6) 4 (0.3) 7 (0.5) 
Threatened 1339 (94.0) 59 (4.1) 4 (0.3) 11 (0.8) 11 (0.8) 
Teased 1222 (85.8) 129 (9.1) 21 (1.5) 14 (1.0) 38 (6.7) 
Excluded 1319 (92.6) 70 (4.5) 6 (0.4) 5 (0.3) 24 (1.7) 
Rumoured 1366 (95.9) 43 (3.0) 6 (0.4) 3 (0.2) 6 (0.4) 
Direct cyber perpetration 
Threatened 1389 (97.5) 24 (1.7) 2 (0.6) 0 9 (0.6) 
Teased 1389 (97.5)  20 (1.4) 4 (0.3) 1 (0.1) 10 (0.7) 
Excluded 1394 (98.0) 23 (1.6) 0 2 (0.1) 5 (0.3) 
Rumoured 1400 (98.3) 18 (1.3) 1 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 4 (0.3) 
Indirect cyber perpetration 
Threatened 1400 (98.3) 17 (1.2) 3 (0.2) 1 (0.1) 3 (0.2) 
Teased 1387 (97.4) 23 (1.6) 3 (0.2) 5 (0.3) 6 (0.4) 
Excluded 1402 (98.5) 11 (0.1) 3 (0.2) 2 (0.1) 6 (0.4) 
Rumoured 1397 (98.1) 17 (1.2) 3 (0.21) 1 (0.1) 6 (0.4) 
TIME 2      
Traditional bullying perpetration   
Hit  1239 (87.0) 121 (8.5) 21 (1.5) 17 (1.2) 26 (1.8) 
Robbed 1385 (97.3) 20 (1.4) 5 (0.3) 4 (0.3) 10 (0.7) 
Threatened 1360 (95.5) 42 (2.9) 3 (0.2) 4 (0.3) 15 (1.0) 
Teased 1275 (89.5) 94 (6.6) 14 (1.0) 10 (0.7) 31 (2.2) 
Excluded 1344 (94.4) 52 (3.6) 5 (0.3) 6 (0.4) 17 (1.2) 
Rumoured 1371 (96.3) 36 (2.5) 4 (0.3) 0 13 (0.9) 
Direct cyber perpetration    
Threatened 1389 (97.5) 24 (1.7) 0 2 (0.1) 9 (0.6) 
Teased 1389 (97.5) 20 (1.4) 4 (0.3) 1 (0.1) 10 (0.7) 
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Behaviours 
Never A few 
times 
1–2 times 
a month 
1–2 times 
a week 
Almost 
everyday 
Excluded 1397 (98.1) 10 (0.7) 3 (0.2) 4 (0.3) 10 (0.7) 
Rumoured 1398 (98.2) 14 (1.0) 1 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 10 (0.7) 
Indirect cyber perpetration   
Threatened 1403 (98.5) 12 (0.8) 0 2 (0.14) 7 (0.5) 
Teased 1398 (98.2) 13 (0.9) 2 (0.1) 2 (0.1) 9 (0.6) 
Excluded 1406 (98.7) 7 (0.5) 1 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 9 (0.6) 
rumoured 1405 (98.7) 8 (0.6) 2 (0.1) 1 (0.1) 8 (0.6) 
In the total sample, about 28% of adolescents reported bullying others in 
traditional forms during the last six months at Time 1. The rate decreased to about 
20% at Time 2. The proportions of cyberbullying perpetration were 6.1% and 4.7% for 
Time 1 and Time 2, respectively. In comparison to the rates among traditional 
bullying, of the four students involved in traditional bullying perpetration, one 
reported perpetrating bullying on virtual space. 
Table 4-6 Prevalence of traditional bullying perpetration and cyberbullying 
perpetration experiences at Time 1 and Time 2 (%) 
 
Behaviours 
Time 1 Time 2 
Traditional 
n (%) 
Cyber 
n (%) 
Traditional 
n (%) 
Cyber 
n (%) 
Hit  247 (17.3) - 185 (13.0) - 
Robbed 43 (3.0) - 39 (2.7) - 
Threatened 85 (6.0) 31 (2.2) 64 (4.5) 37 (2.6) 
Teased 202 (14.2) 57 (4.0) 149 (10.5) 41 (2.9) 
Excluded 105 (7.4) 35 (2.5) 80 (5.6) 28 (2.0) 
Rumoured 58 (4.1) 33 (2.3) 53 (3.7) 28 (2.0) 
Any behaviours 400 (28.1) 87 (6.1) 282 (19.8) 66 (4.6) 
Traditional and cyber forms 412 (28.9) 288 (20.2) 
4.4.3 Gender and bullying experiences 
Gender differences in traditional and cyberbullying victimisation were 
examined, and it was clear that boys were more likely to be victimised in physical 
  
 100 
(being hit, being robbed) and verbal (being threatened, being teased) forms than their 
female counterparts (p <0.05). However, there were no gender differences in forms of 
relational bullying (being rumoured, being excluded) (p >0.05). The differences mostly 
remained similar across Time 1 and Time 2 (Appendix K, Figure K4- 1). 
The associations between gender and cyberbullying victimisation experiences 
show the pattern is generally much the same for traditional victimisation at both 
survey times, with more boys than girls bullied via cyber actions. However, the gender 
differences were not persistent across the two times with an exception for the 
excluding action, indicating that, over time, more males were being cyber excluded 
than females (p <0.05) (Appendix K, Figure K4- 2). 
Boys were more likely to report a traditional perpetration experience via 
hitting, teasing, and robbing (p <0.05) at both time points. In contrast, the gender 
differences in cyberbullying perpetration were not consistent across surveys 
(Appendix K, Figure K4- 3). Male students were more likely to offend others in virtual 
space via threatening at Time 1 (p <0.05) but via teasing at Time 2 (p <0.05) (Appendix 
K, Figure K4- 4). 
Of the total sample, males were over-represented for traditional victimisation 
at Time 1 and Time 2 (p <0.01) and for cyber victimisation at Time 1 (p <0.01). Male 
students were more likely to traditionally bully others at both times (p <0.01); 
however, no gender significant difference was observed for cyberbullying 
perpetration (p >0.05). 
4.4.4 Bullying experiences across school grades 
The proportions of traditional victimisation and cyber victimisation were 
significantly more common among younger adolescents compared with older 
adolescents (p <0.001). The 13-year-old students were the most at-risk group for 
being traditionally bullied and cyber bullied (Figure 4-1). After the six-month period 
(Time 2), age differences remained stable for traditional victimisation (p <0.001) and 
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cyber victimisation (p <0.05) (Figure 4-2 Traditional bullying and cyberbullying 
experiences by age at Time 2 (%)Figure 4-2). 
 
Figure 4-1 Traditional and cyberbullying experiences by age at Time 1 (%) 
Age differences in bullying perpetration were found at both times (p <0.01 for 
Time 1 and p <0.001 for Time 2) among the traditional bullying perpetration group, 
indicating that students aged 13-years old were more likely to traditionally bully their 
peers than other groups at both times (36.6% and 26.5%, respectively). However, age 
difference in cyber perpetration was not consistent across Time 1 (p <0.05) and Time 
2 (p >0.05).  
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Figure 4-2 Traditional bullying and cyberbullying experiences by age at Time 2 (%) 
4.5 THE OVERLAP BETWEEN BULLYING ROLES 
Figure 4-3 presents prevalence and the overlap between bullying roles at Time 
1 and Time 2. The most common bullying roles were traditional victim (18% and 
13.8% at Time 1 and Time 2 respectively), and traditional victim and bully (13.1% and 
9.0%). The second most frequent bullying roles were simultaneously traditional and 
cyber victim and bully, traditional bully, and traditional cyber victim (rates are under 
10%). Cyber victim only, both traditional and cyber bully, and cyber bully only were 
the less common bullying roles (ranging from 0 to 1%). 
The second most common bullying roles are simultaneously traditional and 
cyber victim and bully, traditional bully, and traditional cyber victim (rates are under 
10%). Cyber victim only, both traditional and cyber bully, and cyber bully only are the 
less common roles (the corresponding rates ranged from 0 to 1%). The results 
showed very low levels of cyber only bullying with 17 students reporting being a 
cyberbullying perpetrator or victim. The large majority of students who experienced 
cyberbullying (about 81% for victims, 75% for bullies, and 100% for bully-victim) did 
so in conjunction with traditional bullying. 
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Figure 4-3 Prevalence and overlap between bullying roles at Time 1 and Time  2 
4.6 TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF BULLYING ROLES OVER TIME 1 AND TIME 2  
Due to the high correlation between traditional and cyberbullying, the 
categories of bullying roles were collapsed across the modes of bullying for further 
analysis. The responses from students at each time point were classified into four 
sub-categories: not involved (including students who were not involved in any forms 
of bullying, victims only (if they were victimised in at least one form of bullying a “few 
times during the last six months” to more often), bullies only (if they reported at least 
one form of bullying behaviour from “few times during the last six months” to more 
often), and bully-victim (if they simultaneously bullied others and were also 
victimised from “a few times during the last six months” to more often). 
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Table 4-7 Four main bullying roles among 1424 school adolescents (Times 1&2) 
and Time 2 
Bullying roles  Time 1 Time 2 
Not involved 688 (48.3) 885 (62.1) 
Victims only 324 (22.7) 251 (17.6) 
Bullies only 99 (6.9) 67 (4.7) 
Bully-victims 313 (22.0) 221 (15.5) 
Table 4-7 presents four main bullying roles at Time 1 and Time 2. For Time 1, 
688 students (48.3%) were not involved in any form of bullying, 324 students (22.7%) 
were victims, 99 students (6.9%) were bullies, and 313 students (22.0%) were bully-
victims. The proportions of bullying roles at Time 2 declined but remained similar to 
the Time 1 pattern. 
Table 4-8 Associations between bullying roles at Time 1 and becoming a victim, 
bully, bully-victim at Time 2 (n=1,424) 
Bullying roles 
(Time 1) 
Bullying roles (Time 2)  
N Not involved  
n (%) 
Victims 
n (%) 
Bullies 
n (%) 
Bully-victims  
n (%) 
Not involved  554 (80.5) 69 (10.0) 30 (4.4) 35 (5.1) 688 
Victims  174 (53.7) 99 (30.6) 10 (3.1) 41 (12.6) 324 
Bullies  56 (56.6) 11 (11.1) 8 (8.1) 24 (24.2) 99 
Bully-victims  101 (32.3) 72 (23.0) 19 (6.1) 121 (38.7) 313 
N 885 251 67 221 1424 
Note: *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
Table 4-8 presents the association between bullying roles at Time 1 and 
becoming a victim, bully, bully-victim at Time 2. I captured the temporal stability 
in bullying roles over time as follows: (i) Not involved in bullying (n=554)  including 
students who were not involved in any form of bullying at both times, accounting for 
38.9% of the sample, (ii) Victims only  (n=342)  including students who were 
victimised only at Time 1 or Time 2 or at both times, accounting for 24%, (iii) Bullies 
only (n=99)  including students who only bullied others at Time 1 or Time 2 or both 
times, accounting for 6.6%, and (iv) Bully-victims (n=434)  including those who were 
bully-victims at Time 1 or Time 2 or both times, or changed their roles as victims or 
perpetrators over time, accounting for 40.4%. 
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Then I measured the temporal patterns of bullying roles over time by following 
Turner, Shattuck, Finkelhor, and Hamby (2015) classification which compares the 
mean score of each bullying roles at Time 1 and Time 2. In each group of bullying 
roles, students were categorised into four levels of bullying roles: stable-low—scores 
under the mean at Time 1 and Time 2; declining—scores above the mean at Time 1 
and under at Time 2; increasing—scores below the mean at Time 1 and above at Time 
2; and stable-high—scores above the mean at Time 1 and Time 2. Table 4-9 presents 
mean scores of different bullying roles at Time 1 and Time 2.  
Table 4-9 Mean score and range among different bullying roles at Times 1&2 
Bullying roles  
over time 
TIME 1  TIME 2 
Mean Range Mean Range 
Victims (n=342) 3.5 0-56  2.1 0-28 
Bullies (n=94) 1.9 0-9  0.9 0-9 
Bully-victims (n=434) 8.5 0-108  7.9 0-112 
Table 4-10 presents the results of temporal patterns of bullying roles over 
Time 1 and Time 2 as below: 
 Victims only (n=342): 58.2% were stable-low, 17.0% declining at Time 2, 14.3% 
increasing at Time 2, and 10.5% were stable-high. 
 Bullies only (n=99): 23.4% were stable-low, 36.2% were declining, and 40.4% 
were increasing (including 4 students who involved in at stable-high level).  
 Bully-victims (n=343): 52.8% were stable-low, 19.3% declining, 14.5% 
increasing, and 13.4% stable-high.  
Table 4-10 shows there was no significant gender difference among bullying 
roles over time with an exception among the victimisation group, indicating that male 
students were more likely to be victimised over time than were female students.  
Also, no significant difference was observed among different age groups and 
temporal patterns of bullying roles over time.  
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Table 4-10 Intensity of stability in bullying role status across Times 1&2 by gender 
(%) 
Bullying roles N (%)  Gender  
Male Female X2 
Victims (N = 342) 
Stable-low 199 (58.2)  86 (53.7) 113 (62.1) 
12.95** 
Declining 58 (17.0)  32 (20.0) 26 (14.3) 
Increasing 49 (14.3)  17 (10.6) 32 (17.6) 
Stable-high 36 (10.5)  25 (15.6) 11 (6.0) 
Bullies (N = 94) 
Stable-low 22 (23.4)  9 (22.5) 13 (24.1) 
0.12 Declining 34 (36.2)  14 (35.0) 20 (37.0) 
Increasing 38 (40.4)  17 (42.5) 21 (38.9) 
Bully-Victims (N = 434) 
Stable-low 229 (52.8)  119 (53.4) 110 (52.1) 
0.57 
Declining 84 (19.3)  39 (17.5) 45 (21.3) 
Increasing 63 (14.5)  32 (14.3) 31 (14.7) 
Stable-high 58 (13.4)  33 (15.0) 25 (11.9) 
4.7 SUMMARY 
In this chapter I examined the prevalence of traditional bullying and 
cyberbullying and the temporal patterns of bullying roles over an academic year 
among Vietnamese school adolescents.  
Findings show that traditional bullying, including victimisation and 
perpetration, was more common than cyberbullying among Vietnamese school 
adolescents at Time 1 and Time 2. The correlations between traditional bullying 
victimisation and cyberbullying victimisation and between traditional bullying 
perpetration and cyberbullying perpetration were very high. The large majority of 
students who experienced cyberbullying (about 81% for victims, 75% for bullies, and 
100% for bully-victim) did so in conjunction with traditional bullying. Students only 
involved in cyberbullying as victim or perpetrator were very rare (0–1% of the 
sample).  
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Analyses of stability and change in bullying roles over Time 1 and Time 2 show 
39% of the respondents were not involved in bullying. Six in ten students were 
involved in at least one form of bullying (61%) over an academic year. Of them, 26% 
remained stable as a victim, bully, or bully-victim and 74% changed their bullying 
roles over time.  
The temporal patterns of bullying roles over an academic year among 
Vietnamese school adolescents were found as follows: (i) 554 students (38.9%) were 
not involved in any form of bullying at both times; (ii) 342 students (24%) were victims 
(52% were stable-low, 17.0% declining, 14.3% increasing, and 10.5% stable-high); (iii) 
94 students (6.6%) were bullies (23.4% stable-low, 36.2% declining, and 40.4% 
increasing or stable-high); (iv) 434 students were bully-victims (52.8% were stable-
low, 19.3% declining, 14.5% increasing, and 13.4% stable-high). 
It is noted that detailed discussion of the findings in this chapter will be given 
in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 5: Determinants of temporal 
patterns of bullying roles1  
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter I examine the possible predictors (including individual and 
family, peer and school characteristics) of bullying victimisation and perpetration 
among school adolescents over an academic year. As presented in Chapter 4, there 
was a high correlation between traditional bullying and cyberbullying, therefore in 
this chapter the analysing of traditional bullying and cyberbullying is combined. The 
possible predictors of temporal patterns of bullying roles as victims, bullies, and 
bully–victims among school adolescents over a six-month period are examined. The 
research question is ‘To what extent do the individual characteristics and family, peer 
and school relationships predict temporal patterns of bullying roles over time?’ This 
chapter aims to examine, over Time 1 and Time 2, the associations between possible 
predictors (individual, family, school, and peers related factors) and the temporal 
patterns of: (i) Victim role; (ii) Bully role; and (iii) Bully-victim role. 
 
 
                                                     
1This chapter has been published on the Journal of Psychology, Medicine and Health and cited as 
following: Le, H. T. H., Dunne, M. P., Campbell, M. A., Gatton, M. L., & Nguyen, H. T., & Tran, N. T. 
(2017) “Temporal patterns and predictors of bullying roles among adolescents in Vietnam: a school-
based cohort study”. [journal article]. Journal of Psychology, Health and Medicine. 107-121. 
DOI: 10.1080/13548506.2016.1271953 
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5.2 ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 
Figure 5-1 presents the analytical framework for examining predictors of 
temporal patterns of bullying roles across Time 1 and Time 2. Factors measured at 
Time 1 include: (i) individual (age, gender, reaction when seeing bullying events, 
average time spending on online activities , and mental health status), (ii) family 
related (family structure, parents’ supervision and control of online activities, family 
social support, witness parental violence, conflict with siblings), and (iii) school and 
peers related (teachers’ supervision and control of online activities, perception of 
teachers trying to stop bullying, school social support, perception of students trying 
to stop bullying, and friend social support). Descriptive statistics for possible 
predictors of temporal patterns of bullying roles over time are presented in Appendix 
K (Table K5- 1 to Table K5-7). 
5.3 DATA ANALYSES  
Data analyses were performed using Stata (version 11.2). Descriptive analyses 
were employed to categorise predictors of bullying roles. Bivariate analyses 
examining the associations between each predictor at Time 1 and temporal patterns 
of bullying roles as victims, bullies, and bully-victims were conducted. All predictors 
with p value <= 0.2 (Bursac, Gauss, Williams, & Hosmer, 2008) were entered in the 
multivariate models, controlling for other significant variables. Multinomial logistic 
regressions were utilised in bivariate and multivariate association analyses. 
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Figure 5-1 Analytical framework of possible determinants of temporal patterns 
of bullying roles over Time 1 and Time 2 
Temporal 
patterns of 
bullying roles 
over Times 1&2 
 
Victims 
Stable-low 
Declining 
Increasing 
Stable-high 
 
Bullies  
Stable-low 
Declining 
Increasing 
 
Bully-victims  
Stable-low 
Declining 
Increasing 
Stable-high 
 
 
Individual factors: 
 Age (Year 12, 13, 14, 16, 17) 
 Gender (female, male) 
 Reaction when seeing bullying events (never 
notice, take part in, passively watch and think 
bullying is OK, think they ought to help, try to 
help the victims) 
 Average time spending on online activities 
 Depressive symptoms (score) 
 Psychological distress (score) 
 Self-esteem (score) 
 Suicidal ideation (yes, no) 
Predictors measured at Time 1 
Family related factors: 
 Family structure (both parents, single parent, 
parent and stepparent, others adult 
caregivers) 
 Parent’s online supervision (frequent, 
infrequent) 
 Parent’s control of online and mobile phone 
(frequent, infrequent) 
 Family social support (high, low) 
 Witness parental violence (no/rarely, often) 
 Serious conflict with siblings (no/rarely, 
often) 
 
School and peers related factors: 
 Teacher online supervision (frequent, 
infrequent) 
 Teacher control of online and mobile phone 
(frequent, infrequent) 
 Perception of teacher trying to stop bullying 
at school (frequent, infrequent) 
 Perception of students trying to stop bullying 
at school (frequent, infrequent) 
 School social support (high, low) 
 Friend social support (high, low) 
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5.4 DETERMINANTS OF TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF VICTIMISATION 
5.4.1 Bivariate multinomial logistic regression of possible predictors of temporal 
patterns of victimisation over time 
 Table 5-1 shows results of bivariate analysis between each predictor and 
temporal patterns of victimisation. The not-involved group was treated as the 
comparison group. Bivariate analyses show that the odds of students having stable-
low victimisations, compared with the not-involved group, decreased with age (OR = 
0.8, 95%CI = 0.8–0.9) but increased with psychological distress (OR = 1.03, 95%CI = 
1.0–1.1) and depressive symptom (OR = 1.04, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1). The odds also 
increased if students had low family support (OR = 1.4, 95%CI = 1.0–2.0) or had the 
perception that students infrequently try to stop bullying (OR = 1.8, 95%CI = 1.3–2.6). 
For those at the stable-high level, the odds of being in this group decreased with age 
(OR = 0.8, 95%CI = 0.6–0.9); however, the odds were higher among males (OR = 3.5, 
95%CI = 1.7–7.2) and those who experienced psychological distress (OR = 1.1, 95%CI 
= 1.0–1.1), had low social support from family (OR = 2.9, 95%CI = 1.4–5.8) or at school 
(OR = 2.5, 95%CI = 1.3–5.0), or from friends (OR = 2.4, 95%CI = 1.2–4.7). 
The odds of being in the declining victimisation group (i.e., involved high at 
Time 1 but low at Time 2), compared with the not-involved group were significantly 
higher among males (OR = 1.9, 95%CI = 1.1–3.2) and students who spent more time 
online (OR = 1.1, 95%CI = 1.0–1.2), and have higher scores of psychological distress 
(OR = 1.09, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1), and depressive symptoms (OR = 1.08, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1). 
Meanwhile, the odds of being in the declining victimisation group decreased with age 
(OR = 0.8, 95%CI = 0.7–0.9). No significant relationships were seen when individual 
predictors were used to model the increasing victimisation group (i.e., involved low 
at Time 1 but high at Time 2), except that the odds of increasing victimisation were 
lower among older students (OR = 0.8, 95%CI = 0.7–0.9).   
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Table 5-1 Bivariate logistic regression analyses of associations between possible predictors and temporal pa tterns of victimisation  
Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of victimisation 
Not involved Stable-low Declining Increasing Stable-high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Gender           
Female 517 64.8 21.9 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.2 1.0 2.1 1.0 
Male 379 57.8 22.7 1.2 (0.8–1.6) 8.4 1.9 (1.1–3.2)*  4.5 0.8 (0.4-1.5) 6.6 3.5 (1.7-7.2)***  
Age (yrs) 896 61.8 22.2 0.8 (0.8–0.9)*** 6.5 0.8 (0.7–0.9)*** 5.5 0.8 (0.7-0.9)*** 4.0 0.8 (0.6-0.9)* 
Time spent on online 848 61.6 22.9 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 6.1 1.1 (1.0–1.2)* 5.3 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 4.1 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 
Reaction when seeing bullying events 
Never noticed 237 64.6 22.8 1.0 4.6 1.0 5.5 1.0 2.5 1.0 
Take part in/think bullying is 
accepted 
86 66.3 19.8 0.8 (0.4–1.6) 7.0 1.5 (0.5–4.1) 4.6 0.8 (0.2–2.6) 2.3 0.9 (0.2–4.6) 
Think to help stopping bullying 210 62.9 24.8 1.1 (0.7–1.7) 3.8 0.8 (0.3–2.1) 5.2 1.0 (0.4–2.3) 3.3 1.3 (0.4–4.1) 
Try to help stopping bullying 353 59.2 21.2 1.0 (0.7–1.5) 7.9 1.9 (0.9–3.8) 5.9 1.2 (0.6–2.4) 5.7 2.4 (0.9–6.2) 
Psychological distress 857 62.7 22.3 1.03 (1.0–1.1)*** 5.7 1.09 (1.0–1.1)*** 5.4 1.03 (0.9–1.1) 4.0 1.1(1.0–1.1)*** 
Depressive symptoms 817 62.4 22.2 1.04 (1.0–1.1)*** 6.0 1.08 (1.0–1.1)*** 5.5 1.03 (0.9–1.0) 3.9 1.09 (1.0–1.1)*** 
Self-esteem 834 62.6 22.3 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 5.7 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 5.4 1.0 (0.9–1.1) 4.0 0.9 (0.8–1.0) 
Family social support         
High 551 65.2 20.3 1.0 6.5 1.0 5.4 1.0 2.5 1.0 
Low 
 
345 56.5 25.2 1.4 (1.0–2.0)* 6.4 1.1 (0.6–2.0) 5.4 1.2 (0.6–2.1) 2.5 2.9 (1.4–5.8)*** 
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of victimisation 
Not involved Stable-low Declining Increasing Stable-high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
School social support         
High 527 64.7 21.1 1.0 5.9 1.0 5.7 1.0 2.7 1.0 
Low 369 57.7 23.8 1.3 (0.9–1.8) 7.3 1.4 (0.8–2.4) 5.2 1.0 (0.6–1.8) 6.0 2.5 (1.3–5.0)*** 
Friends social support        
High 547 63.8 22.3 1.0 6.6 1.0 4.6 1.0 2.7 1.0 
Low 349 58.7 22.1 1.1 (0.8–1.5) 6.3 1.0 (0.6–1.8) 6.9 1.6 (0.9–2.9) 6.0 2.4 (1.2–4.7)** 
Perception of students trying to stop bullying       
Frequent 659 65.3 19.9 1.0 6.1 1.0 5.3 1.0 3.5 1.0 
Infrequent 237 52.3 28.7 1.8 (1.3–2.6)*** 7.6 1.6 (0.9–2.8) 5.9 1.4 (0.7–2.7) 5.5 2.0 (0.90–4.0) 
Note: *p <0.05   **p <0.01  ***p <0.001 
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Table 5-1 only shows the significant associations between potential 
predictors and the temporal patterns of victimisation; for further details of non-
significant associations, please see Appendix K, Table K5- 8. 
5.4.2 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal 
patterns of victimisation over time 
Table 5-2 presents the results of multivariate multinomial logistic regression 
of predictors of temporal patterns of victimisation. Students who were younger (OR 
= 0.8, 95% CI 0.7–0.9) and those who reported higher psychological distress (OR = 
1.1, 95%CI 1.0–1.1), lacked parental supervision of online activities (OR = 1.6, 95%CI 
= 1.0–2.4), and perceived that students infrequently try to stop bullying at school (OR 
= 1.8, 95%CI = 1.2–2.9) had higher odds of being in the stable-low victimisation group. 
Table 5-2 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal patterns of 
victimisation across Time 1 and 2 
Predictors  
Temporal patterns of victimisation  
(ref. group: Not involved) 
Stable-low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Stable-high 
OR (95% CI) 
Gender     
Female 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Male 1.3 (0.9–1.9) 1.8 (0.9–3.7) 0.6 (0.3–1.4) 3.5 (1.4–8.4)** 
Age (yrs) 0.8 (0.7–0.9)*** 0.7 (0.6–0.9)** 0.8 (0.6–0.9)** 0.8 (0.6–1.0)Ϯ 
Depressive 
symptoms 
1.0 (0.9–1.0) 1.04 (1.0–1.1) Ϯ 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 1.05 (1.0–1.1) Ϯ 
Psychological 
distress 
1.1 (1.0–1.1)** 1.1 (1.0–1.1)* 1.0 (0.9–1.1) 1.08 (1.0–1.1)* 
Parents’ supervise online 
  Frequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
  Infrequent  1.6 (1.0–2.4)** 1.0 (0.5–2.2) 0.7 (0.3–1.4) 1.7 (0.7–4.4) 
Perception of students trying to stop bullying 
  High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
  Low 1.8 (1.2–2.9)** 3.0 (1.3–6.7)** 2.0 (0.9–4.6) Ϯ 1.5 (0.6–4.1) 
Note: Ϯp <0.10 *p <0.05; **p <0.01; ***p <0.001 
At the same time, older students who reported more psychological distress 
(OR = 1.1, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1) and perceived that students infrequently try to stop 
bullying at school (OR = 3.0, 95%CI = 1.3–6.7) were more likely to be in the declining 
group (e.g., involved high at Time 1 but low at Time 2). The regression analyses 
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showed no change in predictors associated with being in the increasing victimisation 
group, compared with the not-involved group. Controlling for other significant 
predictors reduced the number of factors associated with the odds of being in the 
stable-high victimisation group. Male student (OR = 3.5, 95%CI = 1.4–8.4) and those 
who reported higher depressive symptoms (OR = 1.1, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1) increased the 
odds of being frequent victims over time (e.g., stable-high victimisation), see more 
details in Appendix K, Table K5- 9. 
5.5 DETERMINANTS OF TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF PERPETRATION 
5.5.1 Bivariate multinominal logistic regression of temporal patterns of 
perpetration over time 
Table 5-3 presents results of bivariate analysis between putative predictors 
and temporal patterns of perpetration across Time 1 and Time 2. The not-involved 
group was treated as the comparison group. The results indicate that students who 
were not living with both biological parents (OR = 3.0, 95%CI = 1.1–8.0), or had low 
family social support (OR = 3.2, 95%CI = 1.3–7.8) had higher odds of being in the 
stable-low level bully group, compared with the not-involved group. Adolescents who 
spent more time online (OR = 1.1, 95%CI = 1.0–1.3), took part in bullying events or 
think that bullying is acceptable (OR = 4.5, 95%CI = 1.6–12.9), those who reported 
higher psychological distress (OR = 1.1, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1) and higher depressive 
symptoms (OR = 1.0, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1), often witnessed parental violence (OR = 2.5, 
95%CI = 1.1–5.4), had serious conflict with siblings (OR = 2.3, 95%CI = 1.1–4.8), 
perceived that teachers do not try to stop bullying at school (OR = 2.0, 95%CI = 1.0–
4.2) had elevated odds of bullying others at a high level at Time 1.  
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Table 5-3 Bivariate logistic regression analyses of associations between predictors and temporal patterns of perpetration over time  
Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of perpetration 
Not involved Stable-low Declining Increasing 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Time spent on online activities 609 85.7 3.4 1.1 (0.9–1.2) 5.4 1.1 (1.0–1.3)* 5.4 1.1 (0.9–1.2) 
Reaction when seeing bullying events       
Never noticed 169 90.5 3.0 1.0 3.5 1.0 3.0 1.0 
Take part in/think bullying is ok 74 77.0 0 N/A 13.5 4.5 (1.6–12.9)*** 9.5 3.8 (1.1–12.3)* 
Think ought to help  160 82.5 5.6 2.1 (0.7–6.4) 5.6 1.7 (0.6–5.0) 6.3 2.3 (0.8–7.0) 
Try to help 239 87.5 3.3 1.2 (0.4–3.7) 3.8 1.1 (0.4–3.1) 5.4 1.9 (0.7–5.4) 
Psychological distress 628 85.5 3.5 1.0 (0.9–1.1) 4.9 1.1 (1.0–1.1)** 6.0 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 
Depressive symptoms 599 85.1 3.7 0.9 (0.9–1.0) 5.2 1.0 (1.0–1.1)* 6.0 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 
Family structure         
Living with both natural parents 557 86.4 2.9 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.8 1.0 
Living with single parent/step parents 76 78.9 7.9 3.0 (1.1–8.0)* 5.3 1.1 (0.4–3.4) 7.9 1.5 (0.6–3.7) 
Family social support         
High 408 88.0 2.0 1.0 4.7 1.0 5.4 1.0 
Low 240 81.2 5.8 3.2 (1.3–7.8)** 6.2 1.4 (0.7–2.9) 6.7 1.3 (0.7–2.6) 
Witness parental violence      
No/rarely 297 87.9 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 
Often 351 83.5 2.0 0.4 (0.2–1.0) 7.1 2.5 (1.1–5.4)* 7.4 1.9 (0.9–3.9) 
Conflict with siblings         
Never 373 89.8 2.7 1.0 3.5 1.0 4.0 1.0 
Yes 227 79.7 4.4 1.8 (0.7–4.5) 7.0 2.3 (1.1–4.8)* 8.8 2.5 (1.2–4.9)* 
Perception of teachers trying to stop bullying     
Yes 479 86.2 3.1 1.0 4.2 1.0 6.5 1.0 
No 169 83.4 4.1 1.4 (0.5–3.4) 8.3 2.0 (1.0–4.2)* 4.1 0.7 (0.3–1.5) 
Note: Ϯp <0.10 *p <0.05; **p <0.01; ***p <0.001 
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The odds of being in the group that increased bullying of others was higher 
among students taking part in or perceiving bullying is acceptable (OR = 3.8, 95%CI = 
1.1–12.3) and among those experiencing serious conflict with their siblings (OR = 2.5, 
95%CI = 1.2–4.9). Table 5-3 only shows the significant associations between potential 
predictors and the temporal patterns of perpetration; for further details of non-
significant associations, please see Appendix K, Table K5- 10. 
5.5.2 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of possiple predictor of 
temporal patterns of perpetration over time 
Determinants of intensity of stability in bullying perpetration are presented in 
Table 5-4. The results show that few factors were significantly associated with 
perpetration. Students who were not living with both biological parents (OR = 4.8, 
95CI = 1.6–14.6) had higher odds of being in the stable-low perpetration group. 
Meanwhile, students who witnessed parental violence (OR = 2.6, 95%CI = 1.0–6.7) 
had higher odds of being in the declining perpetration group, and those who had 
serious conflict with siblings (OR = 2.9, 95%CI = 1.3–6.5) were more likely to bully 
peers at a higher level at Time 2 compared with Time 1. 
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Table 5-4 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal patterns of 
perpetration over time 
Predictors  
Temporal patterns of perpetration (ref. group: Not involved) 
Stable-low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Gender 
Female 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Male 0.9 (0.3–2.6) 1.7 (0.7–4.0) 1.6 (0.7–3.6) 
Age (yrs) 1.3 (0.9–1.8) 0.8 (0.6–1.1) 1.0 (0.7–1.2) 
Depressive symptoms 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 0.9 (0.9–1.0) 
Psychological distress 0.9 (0.8–1.0) 1.1 (0.9–1.1) 1.0 (0.9–1.1) 
Time spent online 1.1 (0.9–1.3) 1.1 (1.0–1.3)Ϯ 1.1 (0.9–1.2) 
Family structure 
Living with biological parents 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Others 4.8 (1.6–14.6)* 0.6 (0.1–2.9) 1.6 (0.5–5.0) 
Family social support 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Low  2.1 (0.7–6.1) 1.3 (0.5–3.3) 0.8 (0.3–2.1) 
Witnessed parental violence   
No/rarely 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Often  0.2 (0.1–0.8)* 2.6 (1.0–6.7)* 1.6 (0.7–3.6) 
Conflict with siblings 
No/rarely 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Often  2.2 (0.8–6.3) 2.0 (0.8–4.6) 2.9 (1.3–6.5)* 
Teachers’ supervise online 
Frequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Infrequent 0.8 (0.3–2.3) 1.4 (0.6–3.2) 1.7 (0.7–3.8) 
School social support 
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Low  2.0 (0.6–5.9) 1.4 (0.5–3.4) 0.9 (0.4–2.2) 
Note: Ϯp <0.10  *p <0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001; 1 Measured at Time 1;  
Due to zero number in one cell of variable ‘Reaction when seeing bullying events’ in bivariate analysis, 
this variable was taken out of the multivariate analysis. 
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5.6 DETERMINANTS OF TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF BULLY-VICTIM STATUS 
5.6.1 Bivariate multinomial logistic regression of possible predictors of temporal 
patterns of bully-victim status over time 
Table 5-5 presents the bivariate analyses of temporal patterns of bully-victim 
status. Data indicate that the odds of being in the stable-low bully-victim group, 
compared with the not-involved group, was higher among males (OR = 1.6, 95%CI = 
1.2–2.2) and those who passively observed and thought bullying is acceptable (OR = 
2.0, 95%CI = 1.1–3.6) or do nothing to help victims, but think they ought to help (OR 
= 1.7, 95%CI = 1.1–2.7), and among those who tried to help the victim (OR = 1.4; 
95%CI = 1.0–2.2). The odds increased among students who had a higher score of 
mental health problems such as psychological distress (OR = 1.0, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1), 
depressive symptoms (OR = 1.0, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1), and suicidal ideation (OR = 2.4, 
95%CI = 1.6–3.0). Those who were not living with their biological parents (OR = 1.9, 
95%CI = 1.2–3.7), witnessed parental violence (OR = 2.0, 95%CI = 1.4–2.8), and had 
low social supports from family (OR = 1.6, 95%CI = 1.2–2.2), school (OR = 1.7, 95%CI 
= 1.3–2.4) and friends (OR = 1.4, 95%CI = 1.0–2.0) tended to be more likely to be in 
the stable-low bully-victim group. The odds, however, decreased with age (OR = 0.7, 
95%CI = 0.6–0.8). The results show that few factors were significantly associated with 
perpetration. Students who were not living with both biological parents (OR = 4.8, 
95CI = 1.6–14.6) had higher odds of being in the stable-low perpetration group. 
Meanwhile, students who witnessed parental violence (OR = 2.6, 95%CI = 1.0–6.7) 
had higher odds of being in the declining perpetration group, and those who had 
serious conflict with siblings (OR = 2.9, 95%CI = 1.3–6.5) were more likely to bully 
peers at a higher level at Time 2 compared with Time 1. Table 5-5 only shows the 
significant associations between potential predictors and the temporal patterns of 
bully-victim status; for further details of non-significant associations, please see 
Appendix K, Table K5- 11. 
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Table 5-5 Bivaritate multinomial logistic regression of possible predictors of temporal patterns of bully –victim status over time 
Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of bully–victim status 
Not 
involved 
Stable-low Declining Increasing Stable-high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Gender 
  Female 546 61.4 20.1  8.2  5.7  4.6  
  Male 442 49.5 26.9 1.6 (1.2–2.2)*** 8.8 1.3 (0.8–2.1) 7.2 1.6 (0.9–2.7) 7.5 2.0 (1.2–3.5)* 
Higher in age 988 56.1 23.2 0.7 (0.6–0.8)*** 8.5 0.8 (0.6–0.9)*** 6.4 0.7 (0.6–0.9) *** 5.9 0.7 (0.6–0.9)** 
Reaction when seeing bullying events 
  Never noticed 225 68.0 19.1 1.0 4.4 1.0  4.9 1.0 3.6 1.0 
  Take part in bullying 17 35.3 11.8 1.2 (0.2–6.1) 29.4 12.7 (3.3–49.1)*** 11.8 4.6 (0.8–25.7) 11.8 6.4 (1.1–36.7)* 
  Passively watch and think  
bullying is ok 
109 46.8 26.6 2.0 (1.1–3.6)* 5.5 1.8 (0.6–5.2) 9.2 2.7 (1.1–6.8)* 12.0 4.9 (1.9–12.4)*** 
  Think they ought to help 246 53.7 26.4 1.7 (1.1–2.7)* 7.7 2.2 (1.0–4.9)* 6.1 1.6 (0.7–3.6) 6.1 2.2 (0.9–5.3) 
   Try to help stopping bullying 380 55.0 22.6 1.4 (1.0–2.2)* 11.6 3.2 (1.6–6.6) 6.0 1.5 (0.7–3.2) 4.7 1.6 (0.7–3.9) 
Psychological distress 890 57.3 23.1 1.0 (1.0–1.1)*** 8.0 1.1 (1.0–1.1)*** 6.1 1.1 (1.0–1.1)*** 5.5 1.1 (1.0–1.1)*** 
Depressive symptoms 950 56.5 23.2 1.0 (1.0–1.1)*** 8.3 1.1 (1.0–1.1)*** 6.4 1.1 (1.0–1.1)*** 5.6 1.0 (1.0–1.1)*** 
Suicidal ideation 
No 836 60.0 21.9 1.0 7.5 1.0 5.4 1.0 5.1 1.0 
Yes 152 34.2 30.3 2.4 (1.6–3.7)*** 13.8 3.2 (1.8-5.7)*** 11.8 3.9 (2.1–7.1)*** 9.9  3.4 (1.7–6.5) 
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of bully–victim status 
Not 
involved 
Stable-low Declining Increasing Stable-high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Family structure 
Both parents 844 60.0 21.4  8.8  6.9  5.9  
Others  123 48.8 35.8 1.9 (1.2–3.0)** 7.3 1.0 (0.5–2.0) 3.2 0.5 (0.2–1.6) 4.9 1.0 (0.4–2.3) 
Parents’ control Internet & mobile phone 
Infrequent  478 55.4 21.8  10.5  6.7  5.6  
Frequent 510 56.7 24.5 1.1 (0.8–1.5) 6.7 0.6 (0.4–0.9)* 6.1 0.9 (0.5–1.5) 6.1 1.0 (0.6–1.8) 
Family social support 
High 583 61.6 21.1  6.9  6.0  4.5  
Low 405 48.1 26.2 1.6 (1.2–2.2)** 10.9 2.0 (1.3–3.2)** 6.9 1.5 (0.9–2.5) 7.9 2.3 (1.3–3.9)** 
Witness parental violence  
No/rarely 392 66.6 17.9  7.1  4.6  3.8  
Often 596 49.2 26.7 2.0 (1.4–2.8)*** 9.4 1.8 (1.1–2.9)* 7.5 2.2 (1.2–3.9)** 7.2 2.5 (1.4–4.7)** 
Conflict with siblings 
No/rarely 550 60.9 23.1  6.9  5.1  4.0  
Often 372 48.7 23.1 1.2 (0.9–1.7) 10.7 1.9 (1.2–3.1)** 8.6 2.1 (1.2–3.6)*** 8.9 2.8 (1.6–4.9)*** 
School social support 
High 549 62.1 20.0  7.6  5.6  4.5  
Low 439 48.5 27.1 1.7 (1.3–2.4)*** 9.6 1.6 (1.0–2.5)* 7.3 1.6 (0.9–2.8) 7.5 2.1 (1.2–3.6)** 
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of bully–victim status 
Not 
involved 
Stable-low Declining Increasing Stable-high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Friends social support        
High 586 59.6 21.2  8.2  6.0  5.1  
Low 402 51.0 26.1 1.4 (1.0–2.0)* 9.0 1.3 (0.8–2.0) 7.0 1.4 (0.8–2.3) 7.0 1.6 (0.9–2.7) 
Note: Ϯp <0.10  *p <0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001;
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5.6.2 Multivariate multinomia logistic regression of possible predictor of temporal 
patterns of bully-victim status over time 
Table 5-6 shows the factors associated with stability or change in bully-victim 
status over time. After controlling for other factors, younger male adolescents and 
those who witnessed parental violence were more likely to be involved in all levels of 
stable or increasing bully-victim status than their peers. Furthermore, adolescents 
who reported not living with both biological parents (OR = 2.3, 95%CI = 1.4–4.1) or 
had low school support (OR = 1.6, 95%CI = 1.0–2.6) had increased odds of being in 
the stable-low bully-victim group. Students who reported more depressive symptoms 
(OR = 1.07, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1), or took part in bullying events (OR = 8.6, 95%CI = 1.8–
40.5) at Time 1 had increased odds of having declining bully-victim status. 
Interestingly, frequent parental control over the child’s mobile phone and internet 
access (OR = 0.5, 95%CI = 0.3–0.9) decreased the odds of reporting high level bully-
victim status at Time 1 (i.e., declining group). Meanwhile, experiencing higher 
psychological distress increased the odds of having bully-victim status at an 
increasing level (OR = 1.07, 95%CI = 1.0–1.1) or stable-high level (OR = 1.07, 95%CI = 
1.0–1.1). In addition, adolescents who reported higher self-esteem (OR = 1.1, 95%CI 
= 1.0–1.2), passively watch and think bullying is acceptable (OR = 3.4, 95%CI = 1.0– 
11.2), and perceive that teachers infrequently try to stop bullying at school (OR = 2.2, 
95%CI = 1.1–4.6) have higher odds of being in the stable-high bully-victim group 
(more details are available in Appendix K, Table K5- 12. 
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Table 5-6 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal patterns of bully-victim status over Times 1&2 
Predictors  
Temporal patterns of bully-victim group (ref. group: Not involved)  
Stable-low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Stable-high 
OR (95% CI) 
Gender     
Female 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Male 1.9 (1.2–2.8)*** 1.7 (0.9–3.1)Ϯ 2.2 (1.1–4.2)* 2.3 (1.1–4.6)* 
Age (yrs) 0.6 (0.5–0.7)*** 0.7 (0.6–0.9)** 0.7 (0.5–0.9) ** 0.5 (0.4–0.7)*** 
Depressive symptoms 1.01 (1.0–1.0) 1.07 (1.0–1.1)** 1.01 (0.9–1.1) 1.0 (0.9–1.0) 
Psychological distress 1.04 (1.0–1.1) Ϯ 1.04 (0.9–1.1) 1.07 (1.0–1.1)* 1.07 (1.0–1.1)* 
Self-esteem 1.04 (1.0–1.1) 1.1 (1.0–1.2)Ϯ 1.03 (0.9–1.1)  1.1 (1.0–1.2)** 
Reaction when seeing bullying events   
Never noticed 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Take part in bullying events 0.4 (0.04–4.4) 8.6 (1.8–40.5)** 4.3 (0.6–28.9) 4.2 (0.6–30.5) 
Passively watch and think bullying is ok 1.8 (0.9–3.7) Ϯ 1.6 (0.5–5.1) 2.3 (0.8–7.1) 3.4 (1.0–11.2)* 
Think they ought to help 1.7 (1.0–3.1) Ϯ 1.2 (0.5–3.4) 1.2 (0.4–3.5) 2.4 (0.8–7.4) 
Help stopping bullying 1.2 (0.7–2.0) 2.2 (0.9–4.5)Ϯ 1.1 (0.4–2.8) 1.4 (0.5–4.2) 
Time spending on online 1.0 (0.7–1.5) 0.9 (0.5–1.7) 0.8 (0.4–1.6) 1.1 (0.5–2.3) 
Family structure    
Living with biological parents 1.0  1.0 1.0 1.0 
Living with single parent/step-parent/others 2.3 (1.4–4.1)** 0.9 (0.3–2.3) 0.3 (0.1–1.6) 1.5 (0.5–4.1) 
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Predictors  
Temporal patterns of bully-victim group (ref. group: Not involved)  
Stable-low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Stable-high 
OR (95% CI) 
Parents’ control Internet access and mobile phone   
Infrequent 1.0 1.0  1.0 1.0 
Frequent 0.9 (0.6–1.3) 0.5 (0.3–0.9)* 0.8 (0.4–1.6) 0.9 (0.4–1.8) 
Witness parental violence    
No/rarely  1.0    1.0    1.0   1.0 
Often 2.9 (1.9–4.4)*** 1.8 (1.0–3.4) Ϯ 2.0 (1.0–4.2)* 3.1 (1.4–6.8)** 
Perceive that teachers trying to stop bullying    
Frequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Infrequent 1.1 (0.7–1.7) 1.1 (0.6–1.9) 1.3 (0.6–2.5) 2.2 (1.1–4.6)* 
School social support     
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Low 1.6 (1.0–2.6)* 0.9 (0.4–1.8) 1.8 (0.8–3.8) 1.3 (0.6–3.0) 
Note: Ϯp<0.1 *p<0.05 **p<0.01  ***p<.001 
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5.6.3 Summary 
This chapter examined individual and contextual predictors of temporal 
patterns of bullying roles over an academic year. The key findings of significantly 
associated predictors are summarised in Table 5-7. Gender and age significantly 
affected students’ experience of being victims or bully-victims over time, but was not 
significantly associated with reports that they bullied others. These results suggest 
that, over time, younger male students were more likely to be victims or bully-victims 
than were their female counterparts.   
The findings also indicate that poor mental health at Time 1 (e.g., higher score 
of depressive symptoms and psychological distress) was significantly related to all 
patterns of victimisation or the bully-victim role, but not significantly correlated with 
perpetration status. It is noted that adolescents who had higher levels of self-esteem 
had higher odds of being stable-high bully-victims.  
Lack of parental supervision of online activities and the perception that peers 
do not try to stop bullying at school was significantly associated with infrequent but 
stable victimisation or frequent victimisation at Time 1 (e.g., declining group). Those 
who were not living with both biological parents, who witnessed parental violence, 
or conflicted with siblings had significantly higher odds of perpetration and being 
bully-victims at Time 1, Time 2, or both times. Interestingly, parental supervision of 
online activities appeared to protect children from being victimised at the stable-low 
level whilst parents’ control of their child’s mobile phone and internet access 
decreased the odds of high involvement in bully-victim status at Time 1. 
It is noted that detailed discussion of the findings in this chapter will be given 
in Chapter 7. 
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Table 5-7 Overview of temporal patterns of bullying roles across Times 1 & 2 
Predictors measured at Time 1 
Bullying victimisation Bullying perpetration Bully-victim status 
Stable-
low 
 
Declining 
 
Increasing 
 
Stable-
high 
Stable-
low 
Declining Increasing 
Stable
-low 
Declining Increasing 
Stable-
high 
Individual characteristics 
Male    +    +  + + 
Age (yrs) - - -     - - - - 
Mental health status            
Higher depressive symptoms         +   
Higher psychological distress + +  +      + + 
Higher self-esteem           + 
Behavioural characteristics 
Take part in         +   
Passively watch and think bullying is 
accepted 
          + 
Family related characteristics           
Living with single parent     +   +   
Lack parent’s supervision of online +           
Parent’s control mobile phone/Internet         -   
Witness parental violence     - +  +  + + 
Conflict with siblings       +     
School and peers characteristics           
Teachers do not try to stop bullying            + 
Low school support        +    
Students do not try to stop bullying  + +          
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Chapter 6: Longitudinal associations between 
temporal patterns of bullying roles 
and mental health among 
adolescents2 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
Bullying is intentional and repeated aggression in which the targets cannot 
defend themselves (Olweus 2013; Ybarra et al. 2012). Bullying is usually separated 
into physical, verbal and social forms, collectively referred to as traditional bullying 
(Smith et al. 2008). With the emergence of cyberbullying in this century, there has 
been vigorous debate whether bullying through technology is a separate 
phenomenon or not. (Dooley et al. 2009). Recently there seems to be agreement that 
cyberbullying has all the characteristics of other forms of bullying with intention to 
hurt, an imbalance of power, and repetition (Gladden et al. 2014; Hemphill et al, 
2014). 
Globally, all forms of bullying are associated with impaired mental health 
among adolescents (Arseneault et al. 2010; Campbell et al. 2012). In South-East Asian 
countries, scholars have mainly focused on identifying the prevalence and predictors 
of bullying among adolescents (Sittichai and Smith 2015). Previous cross-sectional 
studies show that bullying victimisation is associated with suicidal ideation among 
Vietnamese school students (Tran et al. 2013), and hopelessness, loneliness, 
insomnia, and suicidal ideation among Philippine youth (Fleming and Jacobsen 2009). 
Both traditional and cyberbullying victimisation are also correlated with suicidal 
                                                     
2 This chapter has been published on the International Journal of Public Health and cited as follows: 
Le, H. T. H., Nguyen, H. T., Campbell, M. A., Gatton, M. L., Tran, N. T., & Dunne, M. P. (2016). 
Longitudinal associations between bullying and mental health among adolescents in Vietnam. 
International Journal of Public Health, 1-11. Doi:10.1007/s00038-016-0915-8. 
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ideation among Singaporean youth (Holt et al. 2013), and bullying perpetration is 
linked with depression symptoms among Malaysian teenagers (Uba et al. 2010). Little 
is known, however, about the prospective relationships between bullying 
involvement and adverse mental health among adolescents in South-East Asian 
countries (Sittichai and Smith 2015). 
Although popular perception suggests that children tend to be either a bully 
or a victim and the behaviours are stable over time, research shows a more complex 
picture. Infrequent involvement in victimisation and/or perpetration tends to be 
quite stable over time, but frequent, severe bullying tends not to be stable. By 
following 1180 students from fifth to ninth grades across three time points to 
examine how students change their bullying involvement, Ryoo et al. (2015) classified 
four subgroups of children: (i) frequent traditional victim (11.2%), (ii) occasional 
traditional victim (28.9%), (iii) occasional cyber and traditional victim (10.3%), and (iv) 
infrequent victim (49.6%). They also found three subgroups of stability in 
perpetration: (i) frequent perpetrator (5.1%), (ii) occasional verbal/relational 
perpetrator (26.0%), and (iii) infrequent perpetrator (68.8%). For many young people, 
involvement in bullying is fluid. Only a minority of youth report persistent 
victimisation or bully-victim experiences over time compared with those with 
unstable involvement (35.2% for unstable pure victim versus 12.6% for stable pure 
victim; 19.4% for unstable bully-victim versus 2.6% for stable bully-victim) (Lereya et 
al, 2015). Many young people describe transient experiences of becoming, or ceasing 
to be victims, perpetrators or bully-victims.  
Research in Western societies that has examined bullying involvement over 
time in relation to mental health has shown that youth who experience any type of 
victimisation generally have poorer mental health than those who are not victimised. 
Specifically, adolescents who have experienced sustained victimisation or are both 
victims and perpetrators tend to report higher levels of suicidal ideation and suicide 
attempts (Geoffroy et al. 2016) as well as more psychotic experiences and anxiety 
than those not involved (Lereya et al. 2015). In contrast, those students who 
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perpetrate bullying might not increase their risk of adverse mental health outcomes 
(Lereya et al., 2015). 
Previous studies have shown that more males than females are involved in 
bullying as both victims and perpetrators (Fleming and Jacobsen 2009; Uba et al. 
2010). Females who are bullied may experience more sadness and hopelessness than 
male victims (Fleming and Jacobsen 2009), while females who experience cyber 
victimisation appear more likely to have suicidal ideation (Bauman et al. 2013) and 
depression (Turner et al. 2013) than their male peers. However, there has been little 
research into gender and the effects of changes in bullying involvement over time.  
It is possible that the bullying experience and its association with mental 
health might differ between Western and Asian countries (including South-East 
Asian) because of cultural differences (Smith 2016). At present, however, there are 
limited data on which to examine such cultural variation. Few studies with 
standardised measurement of bullying have been conducted in South-East Asia 
(Sittichai and Smith 2015) and to date, none in the region have taken a longitudinal 
perspective. The current study aimed to address this gap by providing evidence of 
bullying experiences at two points over an academic year, and assess correlations 
with mental health problems of adolescents in Vietnam. This study is novel as it is the 
first in the South-East Asian region to apply a short-term longitudinal design to 
explore prospective associations between stability or change in bullying involvement 
and mental health in young people.  
Although previous studies have shown relationships between victimisation 
and perpetration and adverse mental health outcomes regardless of the temporal 
stability of bullying involvement (Lereya et al. 2015), we examine whether the extent 
of this association varies with temporal patterns in the intensity of bullying 
involvement. It was expected that students who experience bullying at low or 
declining levels will have better mental health than those for whom bullying 
involvement increases or remains at high levels over time. Therefore, we extend 
previous research by examining the short-term longitudinal associations between 
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different levels of bullying involvement and mental health problems among 
Vietnamese students.  
6.2 FRAMEWORK ANALYSIS AND METHODS 
Figure 6-1 presents the analytical framework for examining independent 
associations between intensity of stability in bullying roles between Time 1 and Time 
2, and mental health problems and self-harm behaviour measured at Time 2.  The 
study was implemented at two public middle schools (Grades 6–8) and two public 
high schools (Grades 10–11) in two urban areas of the Red River Delta in the academic 
year 2014–15. We employed an identity number-matching technique used in 
research in Malaysia (Choo et al. 2011) that enables anonymous matching of 
individuals across surveys. We conducted a baseline survey (Time 1) with 1539 
students recruited from 29 classes; 1460 students were followed up six months later 
(Time 2). The surveys were conducted during non-teaching sessions, using self-
administered questionnaires which took respondents approximately 45 minutes to 
complete. About 115 students lost to follow-up at Time 2 were absent due to sickness 
or change in school (69%), or because we could not match ID numbers between the 
two surveys (31%).   
Data analyses were based on 1424 completed questionnaires (54.9% were 
females), accounting for 92.5% of the initial sample. The mean age were 14.7 years 
(SD = 1.9), females were older (0.5 months) than males (p <0.001). Females reported 
higher levels of depressive symptoms and psychological distress, and reported more 
suicidal ideation than males; although, the difference was significant only for CES-D 
depression scores.  
The study was approved by the Human Research Ethics Committees of the 
Queensland University of Technology (Australia) and the Hanoi School of Public 
Health (Vietnam), and the principals of the four participating schools. Informed 
consent was obtained from all individual participants included in the study. 
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Figure 6-1 Analytical framework for mental health consequences of bullying victimisation and 
perpetration over time 
Measures 
Bullying measures  
Traditional and cyber victimisation and perpetration were measured in 
relation to six behaviours: hitting, robbing, threatening, teasing, excluding, and 
spreading rumours from the revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (Olweus 
1996). The scale has been validated among Vietnamese students (Le et al. 2016). A 
Temporal patterns of bullying roles 
over Times 1&2 
 
 Not involved (reference group) 
 Victimisation (stable-low, declining, 
increasing, stable-high) 
 Perpetration (stable-low, declining, 
increasing) 
 Bully-victim status (stable-low, 
declining, increasing, stable-high) 
 
 
Mental health and self-harm  
(measured at Time 2) 
 
Depressive symptoms (score) 
Psychological distress (score) 
Suicidal ideation (yes, no) 
  
Demographics 
 Grade (continuous) 
 Gender (female, male)  
Individual behaviour 
 Average time spent on 
online 
Mental health and self-harm 
 Depressive symptoms 
(score) 
 Psychological distress 
symptoms (score) 
 Self-esteem (score) 
 Suicidal ideation (yes, no) 
 
 
Family related factors 
 Family structure (living 
with both biological 
parents or not) 
 Family social support 
(high, low) 
 Witness frequent 
parental violence (yes, 
no) 
 Conflict with siblings (yes, 
no) 
 
 
School and peers related 
factors 
 School social support 
(high, low) 
 Friend social support 
(high, low) 
 
 
Controlling variables at Time 1 
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definition adapted from Ybarra et al. (2012) and Langos (2012) was given to students 
prior to the survey. The definition of bullying is presented as follows: 
We consider that a young person is bullied when someone repeatedly and 
intentionally says or does mean or nasty things to them. The behavior happens more 
than once and occurs between people of different power or strength - the bully might be 
physically stronger, socially more popular, have much more friends or some other type 
of strength, which makes someone unable to defend him or herself. These things can 
happen in-person (at school, on the way to or from school), though technological devices 
in a direct/private way to only you (as through text message, instant message, phone 
call, email etc.), or in an indirect/public way that everyone can see or hear (as through 
website, Facebook, or Youtube).  
For the victimisation scale, students were prompted with the question ‘How 
often have you been bullied in any way during the last six months?’ then six items 
were presented. The bullying perpetration measurement was similar with different 
prompts to ask the students how often they bullied others. We distinguished 
traditional bullying from cyberbullying via different modes of communication (in-
person or cyber) by which students experienced bullying behaviours. Specifically, the 
first two items (i.e. hitting and robbing) were only used to measure traditional 
bullying victimisation and traditional bullying perpetration; whilst the four remaining 
items were used to assess the traditional form, the direct cyber form, and the indirect 
cyber form. A five-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 = never, 1 = a few times during 
the last six months, 2 = once or twice a month, 3 = once or twice a week, to 4 = almost 
every day, was used to measure frequency of behaviour via each mode of 
communication. The bullying victimisation scale comprised 14 items (α = 0.86). The 
bullying perpetration scale comprised 14 items (α = 0.84). Consistent with the 
definition of bullying, the cut-off point to identify bullying or victimisation behaviours 
was from ‘1 = a few times’ to more often. The scores ranged from 0 to 56 for both 
scales of victimisation and perpetration, with a higher score indicating a higher level 
of involvement. 
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We categorised bullying roles over time by: (i) not involved (students who 
were not involved in any form of bullying at both times; these students always had 
zero scores at both times), (ii) victims only (students who were victimised only at Time 
1 or Time 2 or at both times), (iii) bullies only (students who only bullied others at 
Time 1 or Time 2 or both), and (iv) bully-victims (students who were bully-victims at 
Time 1 or Time 2 or both, or changed their roles as victims or perpetrators over time). 
Subsequently, we measured levels of stability or change in bullying roles by following 
Turner et al.’s (2015) classification which compares the mean score of bullying 
involvement at Time 1 and Time 2. In each group of bullying roles, students were 
categorised into four levels of bullying involvement: stable-low—scores under the 
mean at Time 1 and Time 2; declining—scores above the mean at Time 1 and under 
at Time 2; increasing—scores below the mean at Time 1 and above at Time 2; and 
stable-high—scores above the mean at Time 1 and Time 2 (see Table 6-1). The not-
involved group was treated as the reference category for statistical analysis. 
Mental health measures  
Depressive symptoms were measured by the Centre for Epidemiological 
Studies-Depression Scale (CES-D) (Radloff 1977). The scale has been validated among 
school students in Vietnam (Nguyen et al. 2007). It comprises 20 items (e.g. ‘I felt 
lonely’) using a four-point Likert scale ranging from ‘0 = less than 1 day’ to ‘3 = 5–7 
days’. Alpha coefficients for the scale were 0.86 for Time 1 and 0.87 for Time 2. 
Psychological distress was assessed by the Kessler Psychological Distress Scale 
(K-10) (Kessler and Mroczek 1994). The scale was employed among Vietnamese 
school adolescents with excellent psychometric properties in previous studies (Pham 
2015; Thai 2010). It includes 10 items (e.g. ‘during the last 30 days, about how often 
did you feel tired out for no good reason?’ using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 
‘1 = none of the time’ to ‘5 = all of the time’. Alpha coefficients for the scale were 
0.87 at Time 1 and 0.92 at Time 2. We scored depressive symptoms and psychological 
distress on continuous scales with higher scores indicating more symptoms.  
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Table 6-1 Descriptive statistics by gender among school adolescents in Vietnam, 
2014–15  
Variables1 Full sample 
 (N = 1424) 
 Male 
 (N = 642) 
Female 
(N = 782) 
 
P 
value2 Mean SD Range Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Age 14.7 1.9 12–17 N/A  14.4 1.9 14.9 1.9 <0.001 
Depression T1 14.7 9.0 0–54 0.86  14.1 8.8 15.2 9.1 <0.05 
Depression T2 15.1 9.6 0–56 0.87  15.3 10.1 14.9 9.2 >0.05 
Psychological 
distress T1 
19.4 7.4 10–50 0.87  19.0 7.7 19.7 7.2 >0.05 
Psychological 
distress T2 
19.3 8.1 10–50 0.92  19.1 8.5 19.4 7.8 >0.05 
Score of bullying involvement at Time 13        
   Victims 
    (n = 324)  
3.5 6.6 0–56 N/A  4.6 8.5 2.5 4.0 <0.01 
   Bullies  
   (n = 99)   
1.8 2.0 0–9 N/A  1.8 2.2 1.7 1.9 >0.05 
   Bully-victims  
   (n = 313)            
8.5 11.0 0–108 N/A  9.0 11.4 7.9 10.6 >0.05 
Score of bullying involvement at Time 23        
   Victims  
   (n = 251) 
2.1 4.0 0–28 N/A  2.2 3.9 2.1 4.1 >0.05 
   Bullies 
   (n = 67)   
0.9 1.6 0–9 N/A  1.2 2.1 0.7 1.2 >0.05 
   Bully-victims  
   (n = 221)            
7.9 14.9 0–112 N/A  9.2 18.4 6.5 10.0 >0.05 
Variables4  N   Male Female P 
value5 %  N % N % 
Gender      642 45.1 782 54.9 N/A 
Suicidal ideation (1 = yes) T1 204 14.3  83 12.9 121 15.5 >0.05 
Suicidal ideation (1 = yes) T2 183 12.85  78 12.1 105 13.4 >0.05 
Stability and changes in bullying involvement across Time 1&2 
Not involved   554 38.9  219 34.1 335 42.8  
<0.01 Victims only   342 24.0  160 24.9 182 23.3 
   Stable-low   199 58.2  113 62.1 86 53.7 
      Declining   58 17.0  26 14.3 32 20.0 
      Increasing   49 14.3  32 17.6 17 10.6 
   Stable-high   36 10.5  11 6.0 25 15.6 
Bullies only6   94 6.6  40 6.2 54 6.9  
   Stable-low   22 23.4  13 24.1 9 22.5 >0.05 
      Declining    34 36.2  20 37.0 14 35.0 
      Increasing   38 40.4  21 38.9 17 42.5 
Bully-victims   434 30.5  223 34.7 211 27.0  
   Stable-low   229 52.8  110 52.1 119 53.4 >0.05 
      Declining   84 19.3  45 21.3 39 17.5 
      Increasing   63 14.5  31 14.7 32 14.3 
   Stable-high   58 13.4  25 11.9 33 15.0 
Note:1 measured as continuous variables; 2 p value attained from T-test; 3 not-involved students 
have zero score of bullying involvement (data not shown); 4 measured as categorical variables; 5p-value 
attained from Pearson Chi square test; 6 there were only 4 students bullied others at stable-high level; 
therefore, these students were combined with ones who bullied peers at ‘increasing’ level; N/A: Not 
available; T1/2: Time 1/Time 2 
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Suicidal ideation was measured with three items adapted from the American 
School Health Association (Association and Kent 1989). The scale has been used 
among Vietnamese school adolescents and showed high internal consistency 
(Nguyen 2006; Pham 2015; Thai 2010). Respondents were asked ‘During the past six 
months, have you ever (i) seriously thought about attempting suicide? (ii) made a 
specific plan about how you would attempt suicide? (iii) attempted suicide?’. Possible 
responses were coded as 0 = no if students did not experience any of these thoughts 
or behaviours; and coded 1 = yes if they experienced at least one of these thoughts 
or behaviours. 
Covariate measures 
Covariate measures included (i) family, friend, and school social support 
measured by the Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (MSPSS) (Zimet 
et al. 1988). The scale comprises 12-items measuring family support (e.g. ‘My family 
really tries to help me’), friend support (e.g. ‘My friends really try to help me’), and 
school support (e.g. ‘There is a school staff member who is around when I am in 
need’); using a four-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1 = strongly disagree’ to ‘4 = 
strongly agree’, (ii) witness parental violence was assessed by asking students ‘How 
often have you witnessed your parents having: a serious argument with each other?; 
physically fighting with each other?’; using a four-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1 = 
never’ to ‘4 = often’, (iii) conflict with siblings was assessed by a single item ‘How 
often have you have serious conflict (argument, fighting, etc.) with your siblings?’ 
using a four-point Likert scale ranging from ‘1 = never’ to ‘4 = often’, (iv) time spent 
on online was assessed by a single item ‘How much time did you spend online each 
day last week?’ with optional answers ranging from ‘0 = never online’ to ‘7 = more 
than four hours’, (iv) Mental health variables measured at Time 1. All covariates were 
treated as continuous variables with higher scores reflecting higher levels of 
experience. 
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Data analyses 
Data analyses were performed using Stata version 11.2. Preliminary 
comparisons of student characteristics in the general population and between males 
and females were made using t-tests for continuous outcomes and Pearson’s Chi-
square for categorical outcomes. Bivariate associations between predictors, 
covariates measured at Time 1 and mental health measured at Time 2 were 
examined. Then, significant associations with p-value <0.05 for at least one of the 
mental health variables were entered in the adjusted models where multivariate 
linear regression and multiple binary logistic regression analyses were performed, 
controlling for covariates at Time 1 which had p value <0.05 with at least one outcome 
variable including: age, depression (for model of depression), psychological distress 
(for model of psychological distress), suicidal ideation (for model of suicidal ideation), 
self-esteem, average time spending on online, family social support, school social 
support, friend social support, witness parental violence, and conflict with siblings. 
Adjusted models were generated for three mental health outcomes for the total 
sample, and separately for males and females. Coefficient and odds ratio (OR) 
comparisons were tested to examine the different impacts on mental health 
indicators across genders. 
Missing values for covariates at Time 1 and mental health at both times 
accounted for less than 10% of the survey data. To increase the statistical power in 
analyses, we imputed missing values by using mean scores (Elliott and Hawthorne 
2005). Sensitivity analyses were conducted using multiple imputation with 20 and 50 
cycles suggesting that there were no differences between imputing using mean 
scores and multiple imputation. 
6.3 BIVARIATE ASSOCIATIONS  
Table 6-2 shows that those students involved in bullying as victims or bully-
victims had more symptoms of depression and psychological distress, and reported 
higher odds of suicidal ideation than students not involved in bullying, regardless of 
whether the exposure was stable over time or not. Adolescents who admitted high 
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levels of bullying perpetration at Time 1 or Time 2 (declining or increasing bully-only 
groups) had significantly higher odds of suicidal ideation. The coefficient comparison 
test showed no statistical significance across gender in reporting symptoms of 
depression and psychological distress. The OR comparison test, however, shows 
significant difference across gender, with females who experienced stable-low bully-
victim status being more likely to report suicidal ideation than males (p <0.05). 
6.4 MULTIVARIATE ASSOCIATIONS  
Table 6-3 presents multiple linear regression analyses of levels of stability or 
change among bullying roles and depressive symptoms. After adjustment for a range 
of confounders, those with a high level of victimisation at Time 1, Time 2 or both 
reported significantly higher levels of depression; and those with increasing and 
stable-high levels as bully-victims were also significantly more likely than those who 
were not involved to experience depression (p <0.05). Coefficient comparison tests 
for levels of stability and change in each bullying role showed no significant difference 
across gender (p >0.05), suggesting no different impacts of bullying involvement on 
depression between males and females.  
The findings regarding K-10 psychological distress at different levels of 
stability or change in bullying involvement are shown in Table 6-3. Controlling for 
potential confounders, adolescents whose victimisation or bully-victim status 
increased or remained high over time, reported more psychological distress than 
those who were not involved (p <0.05). Coefficient comparison tests for victimisation, 
perpetration, and bully-victim status showed no significant differences across 
genders, except the female stable-low bully-victims, who demonstrated a 
significantly higher level of psychological distress than their male counterparts (p 
<0.05). 
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Table 6-2 Bivariate associations1 between temporal patterns of bullying roles over Times 1&2 and mental health at Time 2 among 
adolescents in Vietnam, 2014–15  
Temporal patterns of 
bullying roles over 
time 
Depression Psychological distress Suicidal ideation 
Full sample Male Female Full sample Male Female Full sample Male Female 
β (95% CI) β (95% CI) β (95% CI) β (95% CI) β (95% CI) β (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) 
Victims only (Ref: Not involved)         
Stable-low 1.2 (-0.3; 2.7) 0.3 (-2.1; 2.8) 1.8 (-0.01;3.7)* 0.9 (-0.3; 2.2) 0.4 (-1.7; 2.5) 1.4 (-0.2;3.0)ϯ 1.7 (1.0;2.9)ϯ 1.0 (0.4;2.5) 2.4 (1.2;4.9)* 
Declining 5.2 (2.7;7.7)*** 6.4 (2.7;10.1)*** 3.7 (0.2;7.2)* 3.0 (0.9;5.1)** 4.2 (1.0;7.3)** 1.7 (-1.3;4.6) 2.8 (1.3;6.0)** 1.6 (0.5;5.0) 4.7 (1.7;13.1)** 
Increasing 3.9 (1.2;6.6)** 2.4 (-2.5;7.3) 4.7 (1.5;7.9)** 2.5 (0.3;4.8)* 2.8 (-1.3; 7.0) 2.4 (-0.3;5.1)ϯ 2.3 (0.9;5.4)ϯ 2.4 (0.6;9.1) 2.2 (0.7;7.0) 
Stable-high 9.8 (6.7;12.9)*** 9.3 (5.1;13.4)*** 10.8 (5.6;16.0)*** 6.5 (3.8;9.1)*** 5.2 (1.7; 8.6)** 9.7 (5.3;14.2)*** 3.8 (1.6;9.1)* 2.8 (0.9;8.3)ϯ 5.9 (1.4;24.0)* 
Bullies only (Ref: Not involved)         
Stable-low -2.8 (-6.7;1.0) -3.9 (-10.5;2.7) -2.1 (-6.7;2.5) -2.2 (-5.5;1.1) -3.3 (-8.8;2.3) -1.4 (-5.5;2.6) N/A N/A N/A 
Declining 1.7 (-1.4;4.9) 0.9 (-4.4;6.3) 2.3 (-1.5;6.1) 0.9 (-1.8;3.5) -0.3 (-4.8;4.2) 1.7 (-1.5;5.0) 2.3 (0.8;6.4)ϯ -1.9 (0.4;9.0) 2.8 (0.7;10.3) 
Increasing 0.07 (-2.9;3.0) -0.9 (-5.8;4.0) 0.8 (-2.9;4.5) -0.5 (-3.0;2.1) -2.1 (-6.2;2.0) 0.9 (-2.3;4.1) 3.6 (1.5;8.4)** 3.4 (1.0;11.6)* 3.7 (1.2;12.0)* 
Bully-Victims (Ref: Not involved)         
Stable-low 2.3 (0.8;3.7)** 1.4 (-0.7;3.6) 3.1 (1.1;5.1)** 1.5 (0.3;2.7)* 0.5 (-1.3;2.3) 2.7 (1.0;4.4)** 2.4 (1.4;3.9)*** 1.2 (0.6;2.7) 3.9 (2.0;7.5)*** 
Declining 4.3 (2.1;6.5)*** 4.9 (1.6;8.2)** 3.7 (0.9;6.6)** 2.5 (0.7;4.3)** 3.5 (0.7;6.3)* 1.7 (-0.7;4.1) 3.2 (1.7;6.0)*** 1.6 (0.6;4.7) 5.1 (2.2;11.5)*** 
Increasing 6.1 (3.7-8.6)*** 6.4 (2.8;10.0)*** 5.8 (2.4;9.2)*** 5.5 (3.4;7.6)*** 6.4 (3.3;9.4)*** 4.7 (1.8;7.5)*** 4.6 (2.4;8.9)*** 3.7 (1.5;9.5)** 5.5 (2.2;13.8)*** 
Stable-high 6.0 (3.5;8.6)*** 7.4 (3.8;10.9)*** 4.1 (0.4;7.9)* 5.8 (3.6;7.9)*** 5.8 (2.8;8.8)*** 5.8 (2.7;9.0)*** 6.6 (3.5;12.5)*** 4.8 (2.0;11.8)*** 8.9 (3.5;22.5)*** 
Note:  ϯp <0.10  *p <0.05   **p <0.01   ***p <0.001; 1: Linear regression analyses were conducted for depression, psychological distress while logistic regressions were 
used for suicidal ideation; N/A: Not available due to none of the students bullying others at the stable-low level had suicidal ideation at Time 2. 
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Table 6-3 Multivariate analyses between temporal patterns of bullying roles over Times 1 & 2 and mental health at Time 2: adjusted models for full sample, male 
and female adolescents in Vietnam, 2014-2015 
Temporal patterns of 
bullying roles over time 
Depression  Psychological distress  Suicidal ideation 
Full sample Male Female Full sample Male Female Full sample Male Female 
β (95% CI) β (95% CI) β (95% CI) β (95% CI) β (95% CI) β (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) 
Victims only (including 554 not involved students) 
EMM for ref/not involved 13.8 13.9 13.7  18.4 18.3 18.5  1.0 1.0 1.0 
Stable-low 0.1 (-1.2;1.5) -0.8 (-3.1;1.5) 0.6 (-1.1;2.3)  0.3 (-0.9;1.4) -0.3 (-2.3;1.5) 0.7 (-0.7;2.1)  1.6 (0.9;2.9)ϯ 0.8 (0.3;2.1) 2.5 (1.2;5.4)* 
Declining 2.5 (0.2;4.8)* 3.8 (0.4;7.2)* 0.9 (-2.2;4.1)  0.8 (-1.1;2.8) 1.7 (-1.1;4.6) -0.7 (-3.4;2.0)  2.5 (1.1;-5.5)* 1.7 (0.5;5.8) 4.1 (1.4;12.0)* 
Increasing 3.4 (1.0;5.8)** 3.1 (-1.2;7.6) 3.8 (0.9;6.6)**  2.2 (0.1;4.2)* 3.3 (-0.4;7.0)ϯ 1.7 (-0.7;4.1)  1.9 (0.8;4.8) 1.8 (0.4;7.7) 2.2 (0.7;7.2) 
Stable-high 6.6 (3.7;9.4) *** 6.6 (2.8;10.3)*** 4.9 (0.03;9.7)*  3.6 (1.2;6.0)** 2.4 (-0.8;5.5) 4.9 (0.8;9.0)*  3.1 (1.2;8.1)* 2.7 (0.8;9.1) 3.3 (0.6;17.3) 
Adjusted R2 0.24 0.26 0.23  0.23 0.25 0.23     
Bullies only (including 554 no-involved students) 
EMM for ref/not involved 13.3 13.3 13.3  18.1 17.8 18.3  1.0 1.0 1.0 
Stable-low -2.7 (-6.2;0.7) -2.6 (-8.8;3.7) -3.2 (-7.3;0.9)  -2.5 (-5.4;0.5) -2.9 (-8.0;2.2) -2.0 (-5.5;1.6)  N/A N/A N/A 
Declining -0.03 (-2.9;2.8) 0.8 (-4.2;5.8) -0.8 (-4.2;2.6)  -1.2 (-3.6;1.2) -0.8 (-4.9;3.3) -1.5 (-4.5;1.5)  2.4 (0.8;7.2) 1.9 (0.3;11.7) 2.4 (0.5;10.7) 
Increasing -0.3 (-3.0;2.4) -1.3 (-5.9;3.3) 0.5 (-2.7;3.7)  -1.4 (-3.6;0.9) -3.4 (-7.3;0.4)ϯ 0.2 (-2.6;3.0)  3.2 (1.3;8.1)* 3.0 (0.7;12.8) 3.3 (0.9;12.3)ϯ 
Adjusted R2 0.20 0.16 0.24  0.20 0.18 0.23     
Bully-victims (including 554 not-involved students) 
EMM for ref/not involved 14.0 14.1 14.1  18.7 18.7 18.8  1.0 1.0 1.0 
Stable-low 1.0 (-0.4;2.3) 0.5 (-1.6;2.6) 0.9 (-0.9;2.8)  0.3 (-0.9;1.4) -0.7 (-2.5;1.0) 1.3(-0.2;2.8)ϯ  0.9(-0.4;2.3) 1.0(0.3;3.3) 2.5(1.4;5.8)** 
Declining 1.7 (-0.3;3.8) ϯ 2.3 (-0.8;5.6) 0.7 (-1.9;3.4)  0.1 (-1.6;1.7) 1.0 (-1.6;3.7) -1.0(-3.2;1.2)  1.7(-0.3;3.8)ϯ 2.8(0.9;8.3) 3.9(1.6;9.6)** 
Increasing 4.0 (1.7;6.3) *** 4.1 (0.7;7.6) 3.2 (0.1;6.3)*  3.3 (1.3;5.2)*** 3.5(0.5;6.4)* 3.1(0.5;5.7)*  4.0(1.7;6.3)*** 2.8(0.9;8.3)ϯ 3.6(1.3;10.1)* 
Stable-high 3.8(1.4;6.2)** 4.9(1.4;8.4) 0.9(-2.5;4.4)  3.2(1.2;5.2)** 2.9(0.03;5.9)* 3.2(0.3;6.1)*  3.8(1.4;6.2)** 3.5(1.2;9.9)*** 6.5(2.2 ;19.5)*** 
Adjusted R2 0.22 0.18 0.25  0.24 0.20 0.28     
EMM: Estimated marginal mean    
Ϯp<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 ***p<0.001 
1: Multinomial linear regression analyses were conducted for depression, psychological distress while binary logistic regressions were used for suicidal ideation. 
Adjusted models controlled for confounders measured at Time 1 including: age, depression (for model of depression), psychological distress (for model of psychological 
distress), suicidal ideation (for model of suicidal ideation), self-esteem, average time spending on online, family social support, school social support, friend social 
support, witness parental violence, and conflict with siblings. 
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Table 6-3 also presents binary logistic regression analyses of levels of stability 
or change in bullying involvement and suicidal ideation at Time 2. After adjusting for 
confounders, students involved in declining, increasing, or stable-high levels of 
victimisation, perpetration, and bully-victim status had higher odds of suicidal 
ideation than those who were not involved. Significant differences were found 
among those with declining and stable-high victimisation, increasing perpetration, 
and increasing and stable-high bully-victim status. There was no significant difference 
in suicidal ideation between adolescents not involved and those with stable-low 
involvement (p >0.05). Comparisons of the OR showed few differences between 
genders, although it is notable that stable-low female victims and stable-low female 
bully-victims had higher risk of suicidal ideation than their male counterparts (p 
<0.05).  
6.5 SUMMARY 
This chapter examined longitudinal associations between temporal patterns 
of bullying roles and symptoms of depression, psychological distress, and suicidal 
ideation among Vietnamese school adolescents. The results of adjusted models were 
not very different from the bivariate analyses indicating that students who had been 
victimised often and those who were classified as highly involved as both victims and 
bullies at one or both survey times showed significantly higher levels of depression, 
psychological distress, and suicidal ideation than other students. The mental health 
of adolescents for whom bullying roles, either as a victim or bully, remained at low 
levels was similar to those who were not involved in any bullying. These 
consequences were mainly similar for both genders, except for the stable-low group, 
where females were more likely to be affected than males. 
 It is noted that detailed discussion of the findings in this chapter will be given 
in Chapter 7. 
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Chapter 7: Discussion and conclusions 
 
This is the first short-term longitudinal study of bullying in Vietnam and one 
of few international studies to use a standardised measurement of both traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying together to estimate temporal stability or change in 
bullying roles. To date, worldwide studies in the bullying field mostly have not 
simultaneously examined traditional and cyberbullying experiences over time.  
This chapter commences with discussion of the main findings and their 
contributions to current knowledge of bullying in Vietnam and internationally. 
Following a review of the strengths and limitations of the study, recommendations 
for future research and implications for prevention and intervention are discussed. 
7.1 BULLYING FORMS AND CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TRADITIONAL BULLYING 
AND CYBERBULLYING 
Vietnamese students are frequently victimised in physical and verbal forms, 
such as being hit/kicked (20%–26%) and being teased in a mean way or called mean 
names (22%–27%). Experiences of other behaviours of victimisation such as being 
robbed, threatened, socially excluded, or having rumours spread in school or online 
are experienced by about one child in every eight. Findings from my research are 
somewhat consistent with previous research conducted in the Asia Pacific in which 
direct or overt actions towards victims (such as hitting/kicking, teasing/calling mean 
names, or being forced to do things) are commonly observed (Lai, Ye, & Chang, 2008; 
Sittichai & Smith, 2015). For instance, being made fun of was the most common form 
in the Philippines (nearly 60%), Singapore (around 40%), and Hong Kong (around 
45%); the prevalence of being hit was high in the Philippines (around 35%), Indonesia 
(around 32%), and Taiwan (nearly 30%) (Lai et al., 2008). The estimates from northern 
Vietnam are within these ranges (Horton, 2011). A recent study conducted in 
Australia indicated that the most frequent bullying victimisation behaviours reported 
by adolescents was having lies spread (13.5%), teasing in a mean way (12.3%), 
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ignored/left out (9.8%); whilst the proportions of students being hit/pushed around 
were lower, at 6.5% (Rigby & Johnson, 2016). It is likely that the wide variance in 
prevalence of bullying behaviours across studies is partially explained 
methodologically (Gradinger, Strohmeier, & Spiel, 2010; Hemphill et al., 2014; Smith 
et al., 2002; Tokunaga, 2010; Ybarra et al., 2012). Overall though, it seems clear that 
Vietnamese students seem to experience bullying similarly to students throughout 
the Asian region, particularly in relation to physical and verbal forms of bullying. 
Epidemiological studies also provide insight into motivation for bullying. 
Emotional bullying is quite common in Vietnam and much of Asia (Lai et al., 2008). 
When perpetrators in this study were asked why they do it, many say it was for fun 
(35%). Other motivations were: to vent anger (17%), dislike the victim (21.4%), 
revenge (20.2%), out of boredom (8.5%), or it looks cool (13.2%). These findings 
confirm insights from my qualitative interviews suggesting that Vietnamese students 
may rationalise bullying as a way of making fun in rude ways. Similarly, Horton (2011) 
indicated in his ethnographic research into bullying among Vietnamese students that 
it may provide a form of entertainment to compensate for boredom and lack of 
interesting activities at school. Horton (2011) emphasised how boring class sessions 
can be if they follow traditional teaching methods in which students are not actively 
involved. Generally, students just sit and write down what their teachers read out 
loud. As a consequence, they may ignore the lesson and concentrate on bullying 
others (Horton, 2011). Research into the burden of studying in Vietnam found that 
students spend most of their time during the day and evening in formal studying at 
school, private tutoring, and doing homework (Dunne, Pham, Le, & Sun, 2016; Pham, 
2015). This prevents them from enjoying physical exercise, entertainment, and 
refreshing themselves for the next study day.  
The current study adds to growing research that compares bullying in schools 
and online or virtual spaces (Ang & Goh, 2010; Ang et al., 2011; Chan & Wong, 2015; 
Kwan & Skoric, 2013; Modecki et al., 2014; Songsiri & Musikaphan, 2011; Yang et al., 
2013; Zhou et al., 2013). Some authors suggest traditional bullying and cyberbullying 
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are distinct phenomena, while others suggest the two forms are similar phenomena 
(Antoniadou & Kokkinos, 2015).  
Among Vietnamese students, the risk of traditional bullying far exceeded the 
risk of online bullying. For instance, at Time 1, 43.5% of participants reported 
traditional forms of bullying, while 11.9% reported cyberbullying victimisation 
experiences over the preceding six months. The prevalence of traditional bullying 
victimisation was nearly four times higher than that of cyber victimisation. Similarly, 
the proportion of traditional bullying perpetration was four times higher than the 
corresponding figure for cyberbullying perpetration. This pattern is unlikely to be due 
to limited online activity, as over 90% of students reported using mobile phones and 
other devices that connect to the Internet, and most spend at least one hour daily 
online. This proportion is similar to Western countries, such as the United States 
where about 97% of youths access the Internet daily (Tokunaga, 2010). The 
dominance of traditional bullying victimisation and perpetration in Vietnam is 
consistent with previous studies in both Western and Asian countries (Chan & Wong, 
2015; Modecki et al., 2014; Olweus, 2013).  
This study also shows a high correlation between traditional and cyberbullying 
victimisation, and between traditional and cyberbullying perpetration. Very few 
students reported only cyberbullying experiences, with just 17 students reporting 
being a cyberbullying victim or perpetrator alone. A large majority of those who 
experienced cyberbullying (81% for victims, 75% for bullies, and 100% for bully-
victim) did so in conjunction with traditional bullying. Such results are consistent with 
prior research showing a strong overlap between these two forms of bullying 
(Modecki et al., 2014; Olweus, 2013; Ryoo et al., 2015; Sumter et al., 2012; Zych, 
Ortega-Ruiz, & Del Rey, 2015). The overlap between these two forms supports the 
contention that cyberbullying is best seen as another way in which adolescents bully 
their peers (Gladden et al., 2014; Hemphill et al., 2014; Olweus, 2013; Smith, del 
Barrio, et al., 2012) rather than a distinctive form of bullying.  
In relation to prevalence of bullying in Vietnam, a study asking students in 
middle schools if they were bullied reported that 57% of the students had been 
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victimised during their time life (Horton, 2011). This proportion is somewhat higher 
than the corresponding figure of the current study. However, this may be due to the 
fact that the participants in Horton’s study were younger than the present sample. 
Also, there were differences in the way bullying was measured (for example, Horton 
used a single-item question to measure bullying whilst I used multiple-item scales, 
and he asked about “during their lifetime” rather than “during the last six months”) 
The present study also revealed that the prevalence estimate for any bullying 
victimisation or perpetration over an academic year among Vietnamese students 
(61%) is somewhat higher than the corresponding figures among South-East Asian 
countries, such as in the Philippines (the prevalence ranges from 30% to 59%), 
Singapore (12-37%), Indonesia (13-36%), or Malaysia (7-30%) (Sittichai & Smith, 
2015). However, this may be due to inclusion of reports from students at two time 
points. If we consider only Time 1 or Time 2 alone, they are within the upper-middle 
of the range of estimates in this region. 
7.2 THE PREVALENCE OF BULLYING ROLES 
Bullying roles of victims, bullies, or bully-victims have been examined across 
studies (Cook et al., 2010; Salmivalli et al., 1996). About 10%–30% of the adolescent 
population are involved in bullying as ‘victims only’ (Gladden et al., 2014; Gumpel et 
al., 2014; Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015; Solberg et al., 2007; Vlachou et al., 
2011). The proportions of adolescents who are bullies only range from 3%–15% of 
adolescents (Gumpel et al., 2014; Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015; Solberg et 
al., 2007), and around 7%-8% of youth aged 10-13 years have simultaneous bully-
victim status (Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015).  
Students participating in my study in Vietnam seem to have higher likelihood 
of involvement in bullying as simultaneous bully-victim compared with previous 
research worldwide. The high proportion of bully-victims in my study (22.0% and 
15.5% at stage 1 and stage 2 respectively) may be related to a relatively lenient 
criterion to identify the bully and victim categories. In my study, students were 
identified as bullies if they reported at least one form of bullying behaviour from “few 
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times during the last six months” to more often. Similarly, students who were defined 
as victims if they were victimised in at least one form of bullying a “few times during 
the last six months” to more often. Those classified as bully-victims were if they 
simultaneously bullied others and were also victimised from “a few times during the 
last six months” to more often. The cut-off point seems quite lenient in comparison 
with some other studies using cut-off points from “once or a few times a month” to 
more often.  However, my findings are still compatible to prevalence estimates from 
previous studies because of my standard measurement within the context of bullying 
(i.e., providing definition of bullying to increase student’s understanding of bullying). 
Based on my findings showing that female victimisation and bully-victimisation at low 
levels of involvement are associated with psychological distress and suicidal ideation 
more than their male counterparts, I decided to use the cut-off point from “a few 
times during the last six months” to more often to generate different bullying roles 
as victims, bullies, or bully-victims. 
The high prevalence of bully-victim status among students in Vietnam can be 
better explained in relation to qualitative insights obtained from an ethnographic 
study on bullying in Vietnam. The ethnographic study indicated that some victims are 
passively bullied because they are meek; some students may actively choose to be 
bullied via less severe forms (such as doing things that they do not want to do) as a 
strategy to avoid being bullied more severely (such as being hit or kicked) (Horton et 
al., 2015), or in some cases to avoid exclusion from their peer group. It seems that 
those students who acquiesce to be bullied in less severe forms may learn to bully 
others they perceive as meek. Further studies need to examine this process of being 
simultaneous bully-victims”.  
One more point regarding the bully-victim status that needs to be discussed 
is the way bully-victims are identified over Time 1 and Time 2. It is quite different 
from past longitudinal studies. I followed the typical way to identify students as bully-
victims if they bullied others and were also victimised at each time point (See table 
4-7). However, in my study, I examined the change or stability in bullying roles over 
an academic year through two surveys 6 months apart and analysed levels of 
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involvement over time. Thus, I extend the way bully-victim status is generated, in 
comparison with previous studies. I did not only examine those who were bully-
victims at Time 1 or Time 2 or both times, but also those individuals who changed 
their roles as victims or perpetrators over time. In this way, I can examine the 
dynamic pattern of bully-victim involvement rather than the cross-sectional status in 
each time point as past longitudinal studies did. Moreover, a small percentage of 
students who changed their roles as victims or perpetrator over Time 1 and Time 2 in 
the bully-victim group (around 20%) compared to those who were bully-victims at 
Time 1 or Time 2 or both times (80%) does not substantially influence the findings 
and their comparability to past studies.  
7.3 THE TEMPORAL PATTERNS OF BULLYING ROLES 
The study clearly shows that bullying can be a fluid experience. Of the 61% of 
students with some involvement, nearly three in four indicated unstable bullying 
roles over time. This is consistent with other studies indicating that bullying 
experiences vary over time (Gumpel et al., 2014; Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 
2015). In a study in the United Kingdom by Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al. (2015), a 
minority of youth reported persistent victimisation or bully-victim status over time 
compared those with unstable involvement (35.2% were unstable pure victim versus 
12.6% for stable pure victim; 19.4% for unstable bully-victim versus 2.6% for stable 
bully-victim). Many young people describe transient experiences of becoming, or 
ceasing to be victims, perpetrators or bully-victims.  
Among those with stable bullying roles, the research shows the largest group 
were those with stable, low-level victimisation (58.2%) and stable-low bully-victims 
(52.8%) whilst the corresponding figure for stable-low perpetration was 23.4%. The 
estimates for stable-high involvement over time were low among three groups (i.e., 
stable low, declining, or increasing) and only four students (4%) reported stable-high 
perpetration over time. These results, similar to those of Ryoo et al. (2015), suggest 
that victimisation and bully-victim status are more stable when the behaviours have 
low intensity. In contrast to those in the victimisation and bully-victim groups, 
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students who bullied others at a high level at either time point (i.e., declining or 
increasing) did not maintain high intensity over time.  
7.4 DETERMINANTS OF BULLYING ROLES OVER TWO TIME POINTS  
My research found that having poor mental health, lacking parental 
supervision on Internet access and mobile phone use, and perceiving that fellow 
students do not try to stop bullying at schools may heighten the risk of being 
victimised. In relation to the bully only group, not living with both biological parents, 
conflict with siblings, or witnessing parental violence may make students more prone 
to perpetrate bullying. Further, the bully-victim group is also exposed to complex 
individual, family, peers, and school factors.  
The current study indicated that those with the worst mental health had more 
persistent and frequent involvement as victims or bully-victims. This is consistent 
with previous studies reporting that young people with poor mental health might at 
high risk of becoming victimised, or being bully-victims cross-sectionally (Arseneault 
et al., 2010) or over time (Cappadocia et al., 2013; Goldbaum et al., 2003). A meta-
analysis also conducted that mental health problems increase the likelihood of 
victimisation or bully-victim status (Cook et al., 2010). To be effective, anti-bullying 
efforts should be a core element of mental health promotion in schools rather than 
addressed in programs that stand alone from mental health promotion efforts (Carta, 
Di Fiandra, Rampazzo, Contu, & Preti, 2015). 
Gender and age differences in bullying experiences have been examined to 
identify vulnerable and sensitive groups among adolescent populations. Consistent 
with international trends, my research shows gender differ significantly in terms of 
bullying involvement. Male students were more likely to bully others and to be 
victimised in physical (such as, hitting, kicking, or robbing) and verbal forms 
(teasing/calling someone a mean name or threatening), while no gender difference 
was seen in relational forms (such as, spreading rumours or excluding other from 
peer group). No significant gender difference in cyberbullying perpetration was 
observed in this study. Generally, there is minimal gender difference on only bullying 
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although male students were more likely than female students to be cyber victimised 
via threatening, teasing/calling mean names, or social exclusion. The difference was 
not strong over time (p <0.05 at Time 1 but p >0.05 at Time 2). The findings are in line 
with previous studies in China, Taiwan, and Korea showing that male adolescents are 
over-represented in both traditional bullying victimisation and perpetration (Chan & 
Wong, 2015; Kim et al., 2009; Lai et al., 2008) but that there are not many strong 
gender differences in cyberbullying (Tokunaga, 2010).  
Consistent with international trends, age differences were observed among 
the victims and bully-victim groups in Vietnam. Students were more likely to be 
victimised in early secondary school (sixth and seventh grade) while transitioning 
from primary school to a new environment (Cook et al., 2010; Olthof et al., 2011). At 
this time, some children seek social dominance over their peers; for many, this places 
them at risk of being in the bully-victim group. This underscores the need to start 
prevention of bullying early when students are in primary school and especially for 
students in transition years (Olthof et al., 2011). 
As in other societies, it is clear that social normalisation of bullying has 
negative effects among Vietnamese adolescents. Perceived peers’ rejection of 
bullying at school were associated with declining victimisation (p <0.05) but 
perceived rejection of bullying by teachers was not (p >0.05). The role of teachers in 
intervening to prevent bullying at school was emphasised in Horton’s interviews and 
observations. In the Vietnamese schools, some teachers, mostly homeroom teachers, 
have authority in the classroom to control students’ behaviour; but others (such as 
substitute teachers or those who provide supplementary subjects) seem to lack the 
capacity to intervene in bullying. In some cases, they may even be bullied by their 
students. Intervening to stop bullying at school may put teachers in the risk of having 
further bullying or change in their authority in the classroom. Teachers’ failure in 
intervene or decision to ignore bullying episodes in the class may create a classroom 
culture where students know their behaviours would not be tackled and it may be 
socially accepted in the group (Horton, 2011).  
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In contrast to the role of teachers in intervening in bullying at school, 
perceptions that peers typically react against bullying may protect students from 
being victims (Denny et al., 2015). This study revealed that those who took part in 
bullying events or just watched bullying episodes and thought bullying was 
acceptable were prone to be involved in the declining bully-victim group (i.e., 
involved high at Time 1) or low level over time (i.e., stable-low victimisation). These 
results are consistent with findings from previous research indicating that school 
students are more likely to be victimised when their fellow students provide social 
rewards to the perpetrators (like cheering) or give less support to the victims (Denny 
et al., 2015; Salmivalli, 2014).  
In this study, there was no significant association between family support and 
bullying experiences. When students were asked about disclosure of bullying 
experiences, they were least likely to tell adults (18% told parents, 8.8% told 
teachers); instead, they mostly kept silent (49%) or disclosed only to their friends 
(31%). These figures are consistent with (Horton, 2011) work indicating that 
Vietnamese students are reluctant to tell adults when being bullied. It is possible that 
students think parents are unable to help them to solve the problem (Horton, 2011), 
or it is not discussed if there are wide gaps in communication between children and 
their parents (Trinh, Steckler, Ngo, & Ratliff, 2009). Furthermore, bullying might be 
perceived as a normal action in school, thus teachers and parents may not pay 
enough attention or ignore the problem (Horton, 2011). One of the challenges is that 
students seem not to believe that teachers and parents can help them to address 
bullying in an appropriate and effective manner (Horton, 2011).  
The situation is further complicated because children’s experience of violence 
at home influences their bullying experiences outside of the home. Similar to 
previous studies, Vietnamese students who witness parental conflict or are bullied 
by siblings are more prone to perpetrate bullying (Hemphill et al., 2012; Hong & 
Espelage, 2012). It seems that students involved in bullying as perpetrators or as 
bully-victims are exposed to many relationship problems with family, school, and 
peers. Indeed, while bullying events mostly happen in school settings, the majority of 
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significant predictors of perpetration in my study were related to the family 
environment. Violence and disharmony at home predict perpetration and bully-victim 
status. Generally, my research supports the literature showing that witnessing 
violence or bullying interactions from family may lead students to commit deviant 
behaviours including bullying others. 
7.5 THE LONGITUDINAL ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN BULLYING ROLES AND 
MENTAL EHALTH  
Psychological wellbeing of adolescents is differentially affected by levels of 
stability or change in bullying roles. Supporting prior research (Lereya, Copeland, 
Zammit, et al., 2015; Wolke, Copeland, Angold, & Costello, 2013), my findings 
indicate that students who reported bullying others only are not more likely to have 
depressive symptoms and psychological distress, regardless of their levels of 
involvement. However, this may not be the case in relation to suicidal ideation. This 
study revealed that students with declining or increasing perpetration of bullying 
were more likely to have suicidal ideation than those with stable-low experiences as 
a bully. This finding is in line with research reporting that bullying others has both 
cross-sectional (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010) and long-term associations with suicidal 
ideation (Klomek et al., 2013). Interventions focusing on reducing suicidality among 
young people need to consider perpetration as a potentially significant indicator of 
self-harm. 
The analyses of links between mental health and exposure to different forms 
of bullying support the hypothesis that youth mental health problems differ little in 
relation to whether bullying occurs in traditional or online forms. It is more strongly 
influenced by the stability or change in any type of victimisation experience over time 
(i.e., victims or bully-victims). Bullying roles are quite fluid, and the degree of 
apparent harm is also variable. Although increasing or sustained high levels of 
victimisation had clear effects on mental health, those with stable-low level 
victimisation or bully-victim status did not have more symptoms of depression and 
psychological distress than those not involved at all. Further, those adolescents for 
whom victimisation or bully-victim status decreased over time had better mental 
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health than those who had increased levels or remained at a stable-high level over 
time. This pattern is very similar to recent research into multiple forms of child 
victimisation in the United States which revealed a higher impact of increasing and 
stable-high poly-victimisation on youth distress over two years compared with no 
victimisation and stable-low poly-victimisation (Turner et al., 2015). 
This thesis has thrown new light on specific impacts of victimisation. While 
the effects on suicidal ideation of being a victim or bully-victim at high levels at one-
time point or both time points were equivalent for females and males (Turner, Exum, 
Brame, & Holt, 2013), the females in Vietnam who experienced being a victim or 
bully-victim at a stable-low level had significantly higher odds of suicidal ideation than 
males with similarly low-level bullying experiences. Further, while psychological 
distress for bully-victims with stable-low level involvement did not differ significantly 
from non-involved students, my findings show a significant difference between 
genders, with stable-low bully-victim females having more psychological distress 
than males with stable-low bully-victim experiences. Taken together, the findings 
regarding suicidality and distress suggest that while the impact over time on mental 
health of high levels of victimisation and bully-victim status are similar across the two 
genders, female victims and bully-victims may be more sensitive than males to 
chronic but low-level involvement (Campbell et al., 2012).  
My study extends international research by confirming that bullying 
(including cyberbullying) impairs, rather than simply correlates with, mental health. 
That observation by itself is not surprising. However, this study adds the important 
observation that both the fluidity of roles and the intensity of the bullying experience 
must be considered. Gender may also be important in understanding the impact of 
low-level involvement because both suicidal ideation and psychological distress 
among females were more apparent than among similarly victimised males.  
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7.6 STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESS OF THIS STUDY 
7.6.1 The strengths of this study 
This is the first quantitative longitudinal study conducted in Vietnam 
addressing school bullying and its associations with mental health problems among 
adolescents. The study is one of few internationally to measure both traditional 
bullying and cyberbullying together with standardised victimisation and perpetration 
scales.  This study is the first in South-East Asia to take a longitudinal perspective to 
estimate temporal stability or change in bullying roles as victim, bully, or bully-victim. 
Although the follow-up time from the baseline survey was only six months, this study 
enables assessment of the short-term patterns in bullying roles and the associations 
between changes in bullying roles and mental health consequences. A further 
strength is that the research framework (ecological model) included individual, 
family, peers, and school related factors, this enabling insight into the relative 
importance of various determinants.  
7.6.2 The weakness of this study 
This study has some limitations. First, the findings are limited to a sample of 
urban public school students in just two provinces. Further research should address 
the bullying roles of adolescents who are not in high schools, and those who live in 
rural areas. Second, the study was unable to recruit final year students in middle 
school and high school due to their study overload and time constraints to participate 
in two surveys. This possibly reduces the generalisability of the findings. Third, the 
study could not include measurement of a fully comprehensive range of risk factors 
and health consequences due to limits of my doctoral program’s timeline and 
financial support. I was unable to cover all elements of the ecological model. For 
example, I did not examine the relationship between neighbourhood environment 
and bullying involvement as suggested by Swearer Napolitano and Espelage (2011). 
Fourth, like previous research (Lereya, Copeland, Zammit, et al., 2015), the sample 
size for the bully-only group was small (6.6%), thus we were unable to examine the 
impacts of stable-high perpetration on youth mental health. It was my intention to 
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conduct separate analyses for traditional, cyber, and both modes of bullying. 
However, very few students experienced cyber bullying only, so it was not feasible to 
separate traditional and cyberbullying, and the categories were combined. Fifth, one 
important caveat of the current study is that I measured the temporal patterns of 
bullying involvement by using aggregate level changes, which involve changes in 
mean scores in the sample at each time point. This method may be best for 
measurement of bullying involvement changes over a short time (six months in this 
study) and was used in previous study (Turner et al., 2015). However, the “changes” 
are always relative to the other students. A student could have “increasing” 
involvement over time but still have similar score at Time 1 and Time 2. Further work 
should consider other methods such as latent class analysis to examine changes 
within individual across survey times. Finally, literature indicates that Bonferroni 
correction to significance (Bland & Altman, 1995) can be used when many statistical 
tests are conducted. However, researchers are currently debating about this test. 
Gelman, Hill, and Yajima (2012) do not recommend  use of the Bonferroni test to 
change p values in social science research because, on one hand, the Bonferroni test 
directly addresses the Type 1 error, but on the other hand, it does so at the expense 
of Type 2 error. Also, by altering the p value to reject the null hypothesis, the number 
of claims of rejected null hypotheses will indeed decrease on average. Although this 
reduces the number of false rejections, it also increases the number of instances that 
the null is not rejected when in fact it should have been. Thus, the Bonferroni 
correction can reduce the power to detect an important effect (Gelman et al., 2012). 
7.7 IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH AND INTERVENTION PROGRAMS 
7.7.1 Implication for further research 
As longitudinal research into bullying roles and mental health consequences 
among school adolescents in Vietnam and in South-East Asian countries is scant, 
future research should be conducted in the following directions. 
Bullying measurement is an important methodological issue that contributes 
to much variance in estimates of prevalence of bullying (Ybarra et al., 2012). Scholars 
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indicate that if researchers do not mention or provide a definition of bulling for the 
respondents, prevalence estimates may be too high. The survey may measure 
aggression broadly rather than the subset of aggression which is bullying (Olweus, 
2013; Smith et al., 2002). To avoid over estimation, questionnaires asking about 
bullying experiences should define and describe bullying and its various behaviourally 
(Olweus, 2013; Vivolo-Kantor et al., 2014). Using cartoons may be effective in 
attracting students’ attention (Cross et al, 2015).  
Measurement of traditional bullying and cyberbullying has been discussed 
and examined by researchers (Langos, 2012). Cyberbullying has often been presented 
as the fourth form of bullying besides physical bullying, verbal bullying, and social 
exclusion (Rigby & Johnson, 2016). However, verbal and social forms can happen 
either in-personal way or via digital devices such as phone call, message, or on a 
website. On the other hand, studies found that adolescents experienced similar 
bullying behaviours in both online and offline settings (Modecki et al., 2014). As 
results, traditional bullying and cyberbullying should not be measured separately. 
Further studies could distinguish traditional and cyberbullying via different forms and 
modes of bullying behaviours (i.e., face-to-face and cyber way) rather than measure 
mode alone (Olweus, 2013).  
Despite the fact that bullying behaviour is a worldwide phenomenon, the 
term bullying is not easy to translate into some languages (Smith et al., 2002). In 
Vietnam, the term “bắt nạt” has been employed across school bullying studies in 
Vietnam (Horton, 2011; Horton et al., 2015; Tran et al., 2013). Similar to the term 
“bullying” in some context, bắt nạt in its nature does not convey comprehensive 
characteristics of three criteria; so there might not be consensus in how the term is 
perceived among respondents. Furthermore, my qualitative findings indicate that 
Vietnamese students do not usually name “spreading rumours” and “excluding 
others from groups” as bullying practices because these behaviours are not related 
to physical aggression. The finding is consistent with previous studies showing that 
the differences among terminologies for bullying seem to be associated with the 
forms and processes of bullying (Smith, del Barrio, et al., 2012). It is still necessary to 
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use the term “bắt nạt” together with its definition and a list of behaviours in order to 
obtain shared understanding among these Vietnamese students.  
The social–ecological model is a comprehensive framework for examining 
bullying in the context of individual and family, peer, school, and community factors. 
Future studies should pay more attention to the meso-systems and exo-systems to 
examine the interconnections among settings of the micro-system (family, school, 
and community) regarding bullying among adolescents. Supporting Horton (2011) 
study, the results from my qualitative and quantitative research indicate that 
adolescents may use bullying as a way to get out of boredom; further studies could 
examine the associations between students’ daily activities, teaching methods, 
classroom culture, and academic stress in relation to bullying experience.  
Third, previous studies have shown that bystanders play important roles in 
combating bullying in school (Polanin, Espelage, & Pigott, 2012; Salmivalli, 2014). The 
current study did not address much on bystander role. Future research could include 
this role in examination of bullying experience for victims, bullies, bully-victims, and 
bystanders.  
7.7.2 Policy implications for intervention programs 
There are several implications for policy regarding bullying intervention and 
prevention. There is growing evidence worldwide that cyberbullying rarely occurs in 
isolation from traditional forms. The dominance of traditional bullying among 
adolescents suggests that bullying per se should be the main focus for prevention and 
intervention, not the mode by which it occurs. Special programs for cyberbullying 
among school adolescents should not be the primary focus for behaviour change. 
Preventive intervention should address all forms of bullying rather than focus heavily 
on the online environment (Modecki et al., 2014). Anti-bullying programs should 
include components on cyberbullying within the context of broader efforts to prevent 
interpersonal conflict and violence. 
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Second, bullying prevention should start early in a child’s life. Younger 
students reported more involvement in bullying than more senior students. 
Significantly, sixth graders (in the first year of middle school) were less likely to be 
bullied and bully others than seventh graders during Semester 1 of the year; however, 
they became the most at risk of being bullied at Time 2 during Semester 2 of the 
school year. To some extent, students in early secondary school may engage in 
violent behaviours to gain social dominance over peers in a new environment (Cook 
et al., 2010; Olthof et al., 2011). This underscores the need to start prevention of 
bullying roles with students in primary school and to have a special focus on transition 
years (Olthof et al., 2011). 
Third, policies in school sectors and individual schools should recognise that 
change in bullying roles over time is the most stable characteristic. We should not 
classify or objectify bullies and victims, as ‘the other’ or a ‘type’ of child. Anti-bullying 
interventions should focus on student groups as a whole because many students have 
fluid involvement. Moreover, Vietnamese teachers seem reluctant to intervene in 
bullying and many ignore it. Therefore, students might perceive that bullying is 
permissible. An implication of these findings is that the ‘whole school’ approach 
(Olweus & Huesmann, 1994) should be applied in the design of anti-bullying 
intervention programs in Vietnamese schools. The program should involve all school 
members in learning what bullying is, the mental health consequences, and how 
bullying should be prevented, and responded to in appropriate ways (Horton et al., 
2015; Olweus, 1994; Olweus & Huesmann, 1994).  
Fourth, interpersonal conflict within families has a strong influence on bullying 
in schools. It is recommended that future intervention and prevention programs on 
school bullying need to address family conflict in addition to other important factors 
(Hemphill et al., 2012). Parents especially need to be engaged in anti-bullying 
programs and be educated to recognise the impact of their own behaviours and home 
environment. In addition, the link between inter-sibling aggression and peer bullying 
(Wolke, Tippett, & Dantchev, 2015) suggests interventions need to involve other 
family members.  
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Anti-bullying programs may be more effective if they include a wide range of 
settings and social relationships rather than focusing mainly on classmate 
relationships or social skills training (Mitchell, Finkelhor, Jones, & Wolak, 2012). 
Researchers have recommended that intervention programs should focus on 
promoting communication among children and adolescents, parents, and teacher 
about bullying, including cyberbullying and how to effectively respond (Elledge et al., 
2013; Li, 2007a; Mishna et al., 2012; Zhou et al., 2013).  
Taken as a whole, this study has shown, across various key elements of 
bullying, that those phenomena in Vietnam schools are remarkably similar to global 
patterns. This study offers some leadership in South-East Asian region by emphasizing 
the need for research into bullying over time. Finally, it shows the heavy burden of 
bullying in young people in Vietnam. This is an urgent need for evidence-based and 
compassionate programs to reduce bullying and thereby promote mental health and 
well-being among young people.  
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APPENDIX B IN‐DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDELINE IN‐DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDELINE 
 
 
Objectives: In-depth interviews are conducted to explore perpeception and 
experiences of individual students regarding traditional bullying and cyberbullying. 
 
Main contents: 
- How do you spend time using high technology and going online? What do you do 
online? 
- How is your life at school? Your relationships with peers? with your teachers? 
- What is bullying/cyberbullying? Accroding to you, which terms are best for 
“traditional bullying’ and ‘cyberbullying’ in Vietnamese languagure? Why do you 
think that? 
- Have you been witnessed bullying/cyberbullying among students at your school? 
Can you tell me your experiences? 
- Have you been involved in bullying at school? Can you tell me your  
stories/experiences? 
- Have you been involved in cyberbullying? Can you tell me your 
stories/experiences? 
- Who do you want to tell when you are involved in bullying/cyberbullying? Why do 
you think so? 
- How do you feel when being involved in bullying? cyberbullying? 
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APPENDIX C ENGLISH QUESTIONNAIRE 
HANOI SCHOOL OF PUBLIC HEALTH  
 
 
 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
USING INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY, SOCIAL 
RELATIONSHIPS AND WELL-BEING OF STUDENTS  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Survey Round:    1. Round 1         2. Round 2 
Province:              1. Ha Noi           2. Hai Duong 
 
School:                  1. School A        2. School B 
                               3. School C        4. School D 
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SECTION 1. GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Q 1 What is your gender?       1. Male         2. Female 
Q 2 Which year were you 
born? 
 
Q 3 What was your academic 
achievement last 
semester? 
 
Tick one box only: 
 1. Excellent 
 2. Good                    
 3. Moderate 
 4. Bad 
 5. Very bad 
 6. Do not know/remember 
 
SECTION 2. USING INTERNET AND MOBILE PHONE 
  
Q 4 What kinds of 
information technology 
devices which you are 
using now?  
 
 
Mark all that apply: 
 1. Mobile phone  
           without connectin  
           Internet 
 2. Mobile phone with  
           connecting Internet           
 3. Computer 
 4. Laptop 
 5. Ipad/Tablet 
 6. Tivi 
 7. Other devices   
 8. Do not use 
Q 5 How long have you been 
using the Internet? 
 
 
Tick one box only: 
 1. Do not use Internet  
            Skip to Question 8 
 2. Under one year 
 3. About one year 
 
 4. About two years 
 5. About three years 
 6. More than three  
           years 
Q 6 How much time did you 
spend online each day 
last week?  
 
Tick one box only: 
 1. Do not online Skip to  
           Question 8 
 2. Under one hour per day 
 3. One hour per day 
 
 4. Two hour per day 
 5. Three hour per day 
 6. Four hour per day 
 7. More than four hour   
          per day 
 8. Do not remember 
Q 7 What devices did you use 
to access the Internet last 
week?  
 
 
Mark all that apply: 
 1. Mobile phone  
 2. Computer 
 3. Laptop 
 4. Ipad/Tablet 
 5. TV 
 6. Others  
  
Q 8 The following activities are about your Internet usage last week. Please indicate how often 
did you do each of the following activities by circling the most suitable number. 
 
 Activities Never 
use 
Serveral 
times a 
week 
Serveral 
times a 
day 
Serveral 
times an 
hour 
All the 
time 
8.1 Communications (send/receive 1 2 3 4 5 
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 Activities Never 
use 
Serveral 
times a 
week 
Serveral 
times a 
day 
Serveral 
times an 
hour 
All the 
time 
massages, receive/call phone, and 
send/receive email) 
8.2 Social networking (Facebook, Twitter, 
and Youtube v.v.) 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.3 Entertainment (reading stories, 
listening to music, watching movies, 
reading margazine, playing online 
game) 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.4 Searching for information and online 
studying. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q 9 In general, how good are your skills 
in using the Internet compared with 
your classmates? 
Tick one box only: 
 1. Better very much 
 2. Better 
 3. About the same 
 
 4. Worse 
 5. Very Worse 
 
 
Q 10 The following questions are about parents and teachers monitoring of your Internet and 
mobile phone use. Please answer by circling the appropriate number?  
 
Activities 
None 
of the 
time  
A little 
of the 
time 
Some 
of the 
time 
Most 
of the 
time 
All of 
the 
time 
10.1 Do your parents supervise your online 
activities? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.2 Do your parents control your online 
activities? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.3 Do your parents control your use of your 
mobile phone at home? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.4 Do your teachers supervise your online 
activities? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.5 Do your teachers control your online 
activities? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.6 Do your teachers control your use of mobile 
phone at school? 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
SECTION 3. QUESTIONS ABOUT BULLYING  
 
NOTE: Please read the definition of bullying carefully before answering the questions below. 
We consider that a young person is bullied when  
1. Someone repeatedly and intentionally says or does mean or nasty things to them (Examples include 
being teased repeatedly or having nasty or cruel things said; being hit, kicked, or pushed around; 
being excluded or left out; or having rumours spread).   
2. The behaviour happens more than once, 
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3. And occurs between people of different power or strength - this might be physically stronger, 
socially more popular, have much more friends or some other types of strength, that make 
someone unable to defend herself or himself. 
FORMS OF BULLYING: These things can happen in-person (at school, on the way to or from school), though 
technological devices in a direct/private way to only you (as through text message, instant message, phone 
call, email etc.), or in an indirect/public way that everyone can see or hear (as through website, Facebook, 
or Youtube)”.  
                          
Q 11 Have you been bullying in any ways over a long period DURING THE LAST SIX MONTHS?  
 
 
 
DURING THE LAST SIX 
MONTHS 
(A) 
STATUS 
 
(B) 
TYPE OF 
COMMUNICATION  
Tick (x) in one box  
(C) 
FREQUENCY 
Tick (x) in one box 
(D) 
 HOW UPSET WERE 
YOU? 
Tick (x) in one box 
11.1  Being hit, kicked, 
or shoved around 
(being hit, kicked, 
pushed; touched 
intentionally, or 
being thrown by 
someone etc.)  
 
Tick (x) in one 
box  
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
     
Skip to 11.2 
   1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
11.2 My property was 
robbed/stolen 
(money or items) or 
my property was 
broken by 
someone (smart 
phone, put stinking 
food into school 
bag, blowout bike’s 
tires, etc) 
Tick (x) in one 
box  
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
     
Skip to 11.3 
 
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
11.3 Being threatened 
(being shouted, 
stared, received f-
words), being 
criticized in a 
threatening and 
insulting way 
(using f-
words/threaten via 
Facebook or 
messages), being 
forced doing 
things that you 
don’t want 
(cleaning or taking 
me alone to insult 
and asking for 
apologies) 
Tick (x) in one 
box  
 1. Yes   
 2. No  
  
 
Skip to 11.4 
1. In-person? 
 
 Yes  
 No 
 
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
2. Cyberbullied in 
direct/private way 
to only you? 
 Yes  
 No 
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
3. Cyberbullied in 
indirect/public 
way? 
 
 Yes  
 No  11.4 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
  11.2 
  2 cột B 
  3 cột B 
  11.4 
  11.2 
  11.2 
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  2 cột B 
 
DURING THE LAST SIX 
MONTHS 
(A) 
STATUS 
 
(B) 
TYPE OF 
COMMUNICATION  
Tick (x) in one box  
(C) 
FREQUENCY 
Tick (x) in one box 
(D) 
 HOW UPSET WERE 
YOU? 
Tick (x) in one box 
11.4 Being teased, called 
mean name in rude 
way (being called a 
mean name, being 
commented by f-
words, being 
laughed at) 
Tick (x) in one 
box  
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
     
  Skip to 11.5 
1. In-person? 
 
 Yes  
 No 
                         
 
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
 
2. Cyberbullied in 
direct/private way 
to only you? 
 
 
 Yes 
 No 
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
 
3.Cyberbullied in 
indirect/public 
way? 
 
  
 Yes  
 No  11.5 
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
 
11.5 
Being excluded 
from group because 
someone doesn’t 
like you or tries to 
hurt you (in person 
or online, e.g. don’t 
want to talk, can’t 
participate in social 
activities) 
Tick (x) in one 
box  
 1. Yes 
 2. No  
  
     
     Skip to 11.6 
 1. In-person? 
 
 
 Yes 
 No 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
 
 
2. Cyberbullied in 
direct/private way 
to only you? 
 
 Yes 
 No 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
3. Cyberbullied in 
indirect/public 
way? 
 
 Yes 
 No  11.6     
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
11.6 Being backbiting, 
spread rumors 
about me whether 
they were true or 
not (in class, 
school, or Facebook 
etc). 
 
Tick (x) in one 
box  
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
    Skip to CHECK 
QUESTION 11 
1. In-person? 
 
 Yes 
 No    
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
 
2. Cyberbullied in 
a direct/private 
way to only you? 
 Yes 
 No 
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
3. Cyberbullied in 
indirect/public 
way? 
  
 Yes 
 No     
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 1. Not at all 
 2. A little 
 3. Moderate 
 4. Severe 
 
  2 cột B 
  3 cột B 
  11.5 
  2 collum B 
  3 collum B 
  11.6 
  2 collum B 
  3 collum B 
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NOTE: PLEASE CHECK AGAIN QUESTION 11 
 
1. If there is at least a behaviour happened to you, tick (x) in this box   then, skip to 
Question 12  
                                                                                                     
2. If all of these behaviours above did not happen to you, please tick (x) in   Skip to 
Question 16  
 
Q 12  
 
During last six months, have you been 
bullied by another one who have power 
or strength that make you unable to 
defend (for example, physically stronger, 
have more friends, socially more popular, 
or some other type of strength)  
Tick one box only:  
 1. Yes 
 2. No 
 3. I do not know who they are 
Q 13 During last six months, who have you 
been bullied by?  
 
Tick one box only:  
 1. Mainly by 1 girl 
 2. Several girls 
 3. Mainly by 1 boy 
 4. Several boys 
 5. Both boys and girls 
 6. I do not know who they  
           are 
Q 14 During last six months, have you told 
anyone that you have been bullied in 
the last six month?  
 
Mark all that apply:  
 1. Teachers 
 2. Other adults at school 
 3. Parents/Guardians 
 4. Brothers/Sisters  
 5. Friend/Friends  
 6. Others 
 7. Have not told  
         anyone  
Q 15 During the last six months, Have any 
adults at your home contacted the 
school to try to stop you being bullied at 
the school?  
Tick one box only:  
 1. No, they have not 
contacted the school 
 2. Yes, they have 
contacted the school 
once  
 3. Yes, they have 
contacted the school several 
times  
 4. I do not remember/do 
not know 
Q 16 Have you been bullied at school or 
cyberbullied in your life?  
Tick one box only: 
 1. Yes 
 2. No 
 3. Do not remeber 
                           
Q 17 
How often do the teachers or other 
adults at school try to put a stop to it 
when a student is being bullied at 
school? 
 
 
Tick one box only: 
 1. Almost never 
 2. Once in a while 
 3. Sometimes 
 
 4. Often  
 5. Almost always 
 6. I do not know 
                            
Q 18 
How often do other students try to stop 
it when a student is bullied at school? 
 
Tick one box only: 
 1. Almost never 
 2. Once in a while 
 3. Sometimes 
 
 4. Often  
 5. Almost always 
 6. I do not know 
                     
Q 19 
According to you, 
what are the best 
Mark all that apply: 
 1. Telling parents 
 
 7. Actively reconcile/mediate 
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ways to stop 
school bullying?  
 
 
 2. Telling teachers 
 3. Telling friends 
 4. Making new friends 
 5. Reporting it to the police 
 6. Keeping a record of bullying 
incidents 
 8. Sticking up for yourself without 
fighting 
 9. Fighting back/Ask friends for 
fighting again 
 10. Avoiding the bullies 
 11. Ignoring it, do not care 
 12. Stay away from school 
 13. I do not know 
Q 20 
 
According to you, 
what are the best 
ways to stop 
cyberbullying?  
 
 
Mark all that apply: 
 1. Telling parents 
 2. Telling teachers 
 3. Telling friends 
 4. Reporting it to police 
 5. Actively reconcile/mediate 
 6. Contact sevice providers 
 7. Blocking messages/identities 
 
 8. Do not use mobilephone,  
         Internet for a while 
 9. Keeping records of offensive  
          emails/tects  
 10. Keeping silence 
 11. Ignoring it, do not care 
 12. Fighting back 
 13. Hack their account 
 14. I do not know 
   
Q 21 Have you bullied others in any ways over a long period DURING THE LAST SIX MONTHS? 
 
 
 
DURING THE LAST SIX MONTHS 
(A) 
STATUS 
 
(B) 
TYPE OF 
COMMUNICATION 
Tick (x) in one box 
(C) 
FREQUENCY 
Tick (x) in one box 
21.1 Hit, kicked, or shoved around 
(being hit, kicked, pushed; 
touched intentionally, or being 
thrown by someone etc.)  
Tick (x) in one box  
 
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
       Skip to 21.2 
  1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
21.2 robbed/stolen (money or 
items) or break someone’s 
property (smart phone, put 
stinking food into school bag, 
blowout bike’s tires, etc) 
Tick (x) in one box  
 
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
    Skip to 21.3 
  1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
21.3 threatened (being shouted, 
stared, received f-words), 
being criticized in a 
threatening and insulting 
way (using f-words/threaten 
via Facebook or messages), 
being forced doing things 
that you don’t want 
(cleaning or taking me alone 
to insult and asking for 
apologies) 
Tick (x) in one box  
 
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
 
    Skip to 21.4 
1. In-person?  
 
 Yes 
 No   
 
   
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
2. Cyberbullied in a 
direct/private way 
to only victim? 
 Yes 
 No              
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
3. Cyberbullied in 
an indirect/public 
way? 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
  21.2 
  3 cột B 
  21.3 
  2 cột B 
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Nếu có  cột C 
Nếu không  xuống 3 
 
 
DURING THE LAST SIX MONTHS 
(A) 
STATUS 
 
(B) 
TYPE OF 
COMMUNICATION 
Tick (x) in one box 
(C) 
FREQUENCY 
Tick (x) in one box 
 
 Yes 
 No  21.4 
 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
21.4 teased, called mean name in 
rude way (being called a 
mean name, being 
commented by f-words, 
being laughed at) 
Tick (x) in one box  
 
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
    Skip to 21.5 
1. In-person? 
 
 Yes 
 No     
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
2. Cyberbullied in a 
direct/private way 
to only victim? 
 Yes 
 No              
                       
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
3. Cyberbullied in 
an indirect/public 
way? 
 
 Yes 
 No   21.5 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 
21.5 
excluded from group 
because someone doesn’t 
like you or tries to hurt you 
(in person or online, e.g. 
don’t want to talk, can’t 
participate in social activities) 
Tick (x) in one box  
 
 1. Yes  
 2. No  
  
    Skip to 21.6 
1. In-person? 
  
 Yes 
 No     
           
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 
2. Cyberbullied in a 
direct/private way 
to only victim? 
 Yes 
 No     
                 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
3. Cyberbullied in 
an indirect/public 
way? 
 
 Yes 
 No  21.6 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
21.6 Told a lie or spread rumors 
about me whether they were 
true or not (in class, school, 
or Facebook etc). 
 
Tick (x) in one box  
 
 1. Yes   
 2. No  
  
     Skip to 21 
1. In-person? 
 
 Yes 
 No     
     
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
2. Cyberbullied in a 
direct/private way 
to only victim? 
 Yes 
 No     
 
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a  month 
 3. Once or twice a week 
 4. Almost everyday 
3. Cyberbullied in 
an indirect/public 
way? 
 Yes 
 No     
 
                     
 1. A few times  
 2. Once or twice a   
          month 
 3. Once or twice a  
           week 
 4. Almost everyday 
 
 
  21.4 
  3 cột B 
  21.5 
  3 cột B 
  21.6 
  3 cột B 
  2 cột B 
  2 cột B 
  2 cột B 
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NOTE: PLEASE CHECK AGAIN QUESTION 21 
 
1. If you have ever done at least one of above behaviours, tick (x) in this box    then, skip to Question 
22 
                                                                                               
2. If you have not done all above bahaviours, tick (x) in this box    then, skip to Question 23 
 
                    
Q 22 Em có thể cho biết 
lí do tại sao em bắt 
nạt người khác?  
 
 
Có thể tích (x) vào nhiều ô 
 1. For fun 
 2. To vent angry 
 3. Because I dislike someone 
 4. For revenge 
 5. Out of boredom 
 
 6. Because it looks cool 
 7. To attract their attention 
 8. To attract someone’s attention  
 9. I do not know 
 10. Others .................................. 
 
Q 23 How do you agree with these statements below? Please choose your best answer and circle the 
appropriate number. 
 
 Q phát biểu Agree Unsure Disagree 
23.1 I wouldn’t be friends with kids who let themselves be pushed 
around 
1 2 3 
23.2 Kids who are weak are just asking for trouble 1 2 3 
23.3 Kids should not complain about being bullied 1 2 3 
23.4 Soft kids make me sick 1 2 3 
23.5 Nobody like a wimp 1 2 3 
23.6 It’s okay to call some kids nasty names 1 2 3 
23.7 It is funny to see kids get upset when they are teased 1 2 3 
23.8 A bully is really a coward 1 2 3 
23.9 kids who get picked on a lot usually deserve it 1 2 3 
23.10 I like it when someone stands up for kids who are being bullied  1 2 3 
23.11 It’s a good thing to help kids who can’t defend themselves 1 2 3 
23.12 It makes me angry when a kid is picked on without reason 1 2 3 
 
Q 24 How do you usually 
react if you see of 
understand that a 
student your age is 
being bullied by other 
students? 
 
Tick one box only: 
 1. I have never noticed that 
students my age have been bullied 
 2. I take part in the bullying 
 3. I don’t do anything, but I think 
the bullying is OK 
 
 4. I just watch what goes on  
 5. I don’t do anything, but I  
          think I ought to help the  
          bullied student  
 6. I try to help the bullied 
student in one way or another 
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SECTION 4. ABOUT YOUR MENTAL HEALTH  
 
Q 25 Below are statements about general feelings that people may have about themselves. Please circle 
the most suitable number. 
 Statement Strongly 
agree 
Agree Disagree Strongly 
disagree 
25.1 On the whole, I am satisfied with myself 1 2 3 4 
25.2 At times I think I am no good at all 1 2 3 4 
25.3 I feel that I have a number of good qualities 1 2 3 4 
25.4 I am able to do things as well as most other people 1 2 3 4 
25.5 I feel I do not have much to be proud of 1 2 3 4 
25.6 I certainly feel useless at times 1 2 3 4 
25.7 I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal plane 
with others 
1 2 3 4 
25.8 I wish I could have more respect for myself 1 2 3 4 
25.9 All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure 1 2 3 4 
25.10 I take a positive attitude toward myself 1 2 3 4 
 
 
Q 26 Please indicates for each of the five statements below which are closest to how you have been feeling 
over the last two weeks. Please circle the most suitable number. 
  
DURING THE PAST TWO WEEKS 
All of 
the 
time 
Most 
of the 
time 
More 
than 
haft 
of the 
time 
Some of 
the time 
All of 
the 
time 
All of 
the 
time 
26.1 I have felt cheerful and in good spirits 0 1 2 3 4 5 
26.2 I have felt calm and relaxed 0 1 2 3 4 5 
26.3 I have felt active and vigorous 0 1 2 3 4 5 
26.4 I woke up feeling fresh and rested 0 1 2 3 4 5 
26.5 My daily life has been filled with things 
that interest me 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Q 27 The following statements are about your feelings during the last weeks. Please circle the most 
suitable number. 
  
DURING LAST WEEK 
Rarely 
or 
none of 
the 
time 
(less 
than 1 
day) 
Some or 
little of 
the time 
(1-2 
days) 
Occasionally 
or 
moderate 
amount of 
time (3-4 
days) 
Most or 
all of the 
time (5-
7 days) 
27.1 I was bothered by things that usually do not bother 
me 
1 2 3 4 
27.2 I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor 1 2 3 4 
27.3 I was not able to feel happy, even when my family or 
friends tried to make me feel better 
1 2 3 4 
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27.4 I felt that I was just as good as other people 1 2 3 4 
27.5 I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing 1 2 3 4 
27.6 I felt down and unhappy 1 2 3 4 
27.7 I felt like I was too tired to do things 1 2 3 4 
27.8 I felt hopeful about the future 1 2 3 4 
27.9 I thought my life had been a failure 1 2 3 4 
27.10 I felt scared 1 2 3 4 
27.11 I did not sleep as well as I usually sleep 1 2 3 4 
27.12 I was happy 1 2 3 4 
27.13 I was more quiet than usual 1 2 3 4 
27.14 I felt lonely 1 2 3 4 
27.15 I felt like people I knew were not friendly or that 
they did not want to be with me  
1 2 3 4 
27.16 I had a good time 1 2 3 4 
27.17 I felt like crying 1 2 3 4 
27.18 I felt sad 1 2 3 4 
27.19 I felt people did not like me 1 2 3 4 
27.20 I was hard to get started doing things 1 2 3 4 
 
Q 28 These questions concern how you have been feeling over the last 30 days. Please circle or tick 
the most suitable number. 
 
  None 
of the 
time 
A little 
of the 
time 
Some 
of the 
time 
Most 
of the 
time 
All of 
the 
time 
28.1 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel tired out for no good reason? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.2 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel nervous? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.3 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel so nervous that nothing could calm you 
down? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.4 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel hopeless? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.5 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel restless or fidgety? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.6 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel so restless you could not sit still? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.7 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel depressed? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.8 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel that everything was an effort? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.9 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel so sad that nothing could cheer you up? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.10 During the last 30 days, about how often did you 
feel worthless? 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Q 29 The following questions are about the past 6 months. Please circle or tick the most suitable 
number.  
 
 In the past 12 months… Yes No 
I do not 
remember 
29.1 have you ever seriously considered attempting 
suicide? 
1 2 3 
29.2 have you ever made a plan about how you would 
attempt suicide? 
1 2 3 
29.3 have you ever attempted suicide? 1 2 3 
29.4 have you ever smoked cigarettes? 1 2 3 
29.5 have you ever drunk alcohol? 1 2 3 
29.6 have you ever seriously drunk alcohol? 1 2 3 
29.7 have you carried a weapon such as knife or club? 1 2 3 
29.8 have you ever involved in physical fighting with 
your fellow students at school? 
1 2 3 
 
 
SECTION 5. ABOUT YOUR RELATIONSHIPS IN FAMILY AND AT SCHOOL  
 
Q 30 We are interested in what you think about the social support from your family, school, and friends. 
Please read each statement carefully and indicate how you agree by circling the most suitable number. 
 
Q phát biểu 
Strongly  
disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree Stronglyagree 
30.1 My family really tries to help me 1 2 3 4 5 
30.2 I get the emotional help and support I need 
from my family 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.3 I can talk about my problems with my family 1 2 3 4 5 
30.4 My family is willing to help me make 
decisions 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.5 There is a school staff member who is 
around when I am in need 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.6 There is a school staff member with whom I 
can share my joys and sorrows 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.7 I have a school staff member who is a real 
source of comfort to me 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.8 There is a school staff member who cares 
about my feelings 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.9 My friends really try to help me 1 2 3 4 5 
30.10 I can count on my friends when things go 
wrong 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.11 I have friends with whom I can share my 
joys and sorrows 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.12 I can talk about my problems with my 
friends 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Q 31 How many good friends do 
you have in your school? 
 1. None  
 2. I have 1 good friend  
 3. I have 2-3 good friends 
 4. I have 4-5 good  
           friends 
 5. I have 6 or more good  
          friends 
Q 32 Who are you living with now? 
Tick (x) one box only  
 1. Parents 
 2. Single mother 
 3. Single father 
 4. Single mother and  
           step father  
 5. Single father and step  
          mother  
 6. Others 
Q 33 How many brothers and 
sisters do you have? 
Tick (x) one box only 
 1. None  Chuyển đến Q 35 
 2. One 
 3. Two 
 4. Three or more  
Q 34 Which child are you in your 
family? 
Tick (x) one box only 
 1. Oldest (If twin  choose 1 if you are older 
brother/sister) 
 2. Middle 
 3. Youngest (if twin  choose 3 if you are younger 
brother/sister) 
Q 35 Are your parents… 
Tick (x) one box only  
 1. Living together 
 2. Do not living together  
       (because they are in  
        bussiness)  
 3. Divorced  
 4. Separated 
 5. Dead (one or both) 
Q 36 What is the highest education 
level of your mother or female 
guardian? 
Tick (x) one box only 
 1. Never went to school 
 2. Primary school 
 3. Secondary school 
 4. High school 
 5. Diploma, technical 
 6. University degree or 
higher 
 7. I do not know 
Q 37 What is the highest education 
level of your father or male 
guardian? 
Tick (x) one box only 
 1. Never went to school 
 2. Primary school 
 3. Secondary school 
 4. High school 
 5. Diploma, technical 
 6. University degree or 
higher 
 7. I do not know 
Q 38 What is your mother’s/female 
guardian’s occupation? 
 
Tick (x) one box only  
 1. Government officer 
 2. Self employed bussiness 
 3. Farmer 
 4. Manual worker  
 
 5. Unemployed 
 6. Others (write 
details.......................) 
 7. I do not know 
 8. I do not have 
mother/female guardian 
Q 39 What is your father’s/male 
guardian’s occupation? 
Tick (x) one box only  
 1. Government officer 
 2. Self employed bussiness 
 3. Farmer 
 4. Manual worker  
 
 5. Unemployed 
 6. Others (write 
details.......................) 
 7. I do not know 
 8. I do not have 
mother/female guardian 
Q 40 In general, comparing  your 
classmates’ family to your 
family, ours is:  
 Tick (x) one box only 
 1. Rich  
 2. Above average  
 3. Average 
 
 4. Below average 
 5. Poor  
 6. I do not know 
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Q 41 How often do you have 
serious conflict (argument, 
fighting…) with your sibling 
(s)? 
Tick (x) one box only 
 1. Never 
 2. Rarely 
 3. Sometimes 
 
 4. Often 
 5. I do not have 
sibling(s) 
Q 42 How often have you 
witnessed your parents having 
a serious argument with each 
other (such as shouting, 
yelling, or fierce argument, 
etc)? 
Tick (x) one box only 
 1. Never 
 2. Rarely 
 3. Sometimes 
 
 4. Often 
 5. I do not have 
mother/father or both  
 
Q 43 How often have you 
witnessed your parents 
physically fighting with each 
other? 
Tick (x) one box only 
 1. Never 
 2. Rarely 
 3. Sometimes 
 
 4. Often 
 5. I do not have 
mother/father or both  
 
 Q 44 Overall, do you think your 
family at present is 
Tick (x) one box only 
 1. Very happy 
 2. Happy 
 3. Not sure 
 
 4. Unhappy 
 5. Very unhappy 
 
 
Q 45 Do you have other comments about any topics mentioned in this questionnaire? 
(If you do not have any comment, do need to write anything).  
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
You have completed the questionnaire. Thank you for your kind contribution! 
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APPENDIX D VIETNAMESE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Các em thân mến! 
Phiếu hỏi này không phải là bài kiểm tra và không có câu trả lời đúng hay sai. Câu trả lời có thể 
khác nhau tùy theo trải nghiệm của cá nhân. Do đó, em hãy tự mình trả lời bộ câu hỏi này. Em vui 
lòng không thảo luận với bất kì ai trong quá trình điền phiếu. Phiếu câu hỏi không có tên và địa 
chỉ nên không ai biết đó là câu trả lời của em. Các nội dung trả lời của em sẽ được đảm bảo bí mật. 
Cảm ơn các em! 
PHẦN I. THÔNG TIN CHUNG  
 
Câu 1 Giới tính của em?       1. Nam        2. Nữ 
Câu 2 Năm sinh của em?  
Câu 3 Kết quả học tập của em 
trong học kì trước? 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô: 
 1. Giỏi 
 2. Khá                    
 3. Trung bình 
 4. Yếu 
 5. Kém 
 6. Không nhớ/không biết 
 
PHẦN 2. SỬ DỤNG INTERNET VÀ ĐIỆN THOẠI DI ĐỘNG 
  
Câu 4 Em đang sử dụng những 
thiết bị công nghệ thông 
tin nào sau đây? 
 
 
Có thể tích (x) vào nhiều ô: 
 1. Điện thoại di động  
           không thể kết nối 
           Internet 
 2. Điện thoại di động  
          có thể kết nối Internet 
 3. Máy tính để bàn 
 
 4. Máy tính xách tay/laptop 
 5. Ipad/Máy tính bảng 
 6. Tivi 
 7. Thiết bị khác   
 8. Không có  
Câu 5 Em sử dụng Internet từ 
khi nào? 
 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô: 
 1. Nếu không sử dụng  
            Chuyển đến câu 8 
 2. Dưới 1 năm 
 3. Một năm trước 
 
 4. Hai năm trước 
 5. Ba năm trước 
 6. Trên 3 năm 
Câu 6 TRONG TUẦN QUA, trung 
bình mỗi ngày em dành 
khoảng bao nhiêu thời 
gian để truy cập Internet?  
 
Tích (x) vào một ô: 
 1. Nếu không truy cập       
           Internet Chuyển  
           đến câu 8 
 2. Dưới 1 giờ mỗi ngày 
 3. Một giờ mỗi ngày 
 
 4. Hai giờ mỗi ngày  
 5. Ba giờ mỗi ngày 
 6. Bốn giờ mỗi ngày 
 7. Hơn 4 giờ mỗi ngày 
 8. Không nhớ 
Câu 7 TRONG TUẦN QUA, em 
đã sử dụng thiết bị nào 
để truy cập Internet?  
 
Có thể tích (x) vào nhiều ô: 
 1. Điện thoại di động  
 2. Máy tính để bàn 
 3. Máy tính xách tay  
 4. Ipad/Máy tính bảng 
 5. Tivi 
 6. Thiết bị khác  
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Câu 8 TRONG TUẦN QUA, em thực hiện các hoạt động dưới đây như thế nào?  
Khoanh tròn vào MỘT chữ số phù hợp với em nhất cho từng hoạt động. 
 
 
 
Các hoạt động Không 
thực hiện 
Một vài 
lần/tuần 
Một vài 
lần/ngày 
Một vài 
lần/giờ 
Tất cả 
mọi lúc 
8.1 Giao tiếp, liên lạc (nhắn/nhận tin nhắn, 
nhận/gọi điện thoại, gửi/nhận Email). 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.2 Truy cập các trang mạng xã hội 
(Facebook, Twitter, Youtube v.v.).  
1 2 3 4 5 
8.3 Giải trí (đọc truyện, nghe nhạc, xem video, 
xem phim, đọc báo, chơi game online) 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.4 Học trực tuyến, tìm kiếm tài liệu 
phục vụ cho việc học/nghiên cứu. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
Câu 9 Nhìn chung, kĩ năng sử dụng 
Internet và công nghệ thông tin của 
em so với bạn em ở mức độ như 
thế nào? 
Tích (x) vào một ô: 
 1. Tốt hơn rất nhiều 
 2. Tốt hơn 
 3. Tương tự 
 
 4. Kém hơn 
 5. Kém hơn rất nhiều 
 
 
Câu 10 Em nhận xét như thế nào về mức độ bố mẹ và thầy cô giáo giám sát việc sử dụng 
Internet và điện thoại di động của em?  Khoanh tròn vào MỘT chữ số cho mỗi hoạt động. 
 
Em nhận xét thế nào về mức độ thời gian 
Không 
bao giờ 
Hiếm khi Thỉnh 
thoảng 
Phần lớn 
thời gian 
Tất cả  
mọi lúc 
10.1 bố mẹ hướng dẫn, định hướng em trong 
việc sử dụng Internet? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.2 bố mẹ kiểm soát em trong việc sử dụng 
Internet?  
1 2 3 4 5 
10.3 bố mẹ kiểm soát em trong việc sử dụng 
điện thoại di động? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.4 thầy cô giáo hướng dẫn, định hướng em 
trong việc sử dụng Internet? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.5 thầy/cô giáo kiểm soát em trong việc sử 
dụng Internet? 
1 2 3 4 5 
10.6 thầy/cô giáo kiểm soát em trong việc sử 
dụng điện thoại di động? 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
PHẦN 3. CÁC CÂU HỎI LIÊN QUAN ĐẾN HIỆN TƯỢNG BẮT NẠT 
 
(Các em chú ý đọc kĩ phần giải thích về Bắt nạt dán trên bảng của lớp trước khi trả lời các câu hỏi) 
                                
Câu 11 Chúng tôi muốn tìm hiểu việc em có bị bắt nạt hay không TRONG 6 THÁNG QUA (tháng 4 
- 10/2014). Em hãy lần lượt trả lời hết các câu hỏi và tích (x) vào các ô tương ứng.  
  
 Sang trang tiếp theo. 
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  2 cột B 
Nếu có  cột C 
Nếu không   3 
 (A) 
TÌNH TRẠNG 
 
(B) 
HÌNH THỨC 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
(C) 
MỨC ĐỘ XẢY RA 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
(D) 
 EM LO LẮNG  
NHƯ THẾ NÀO? 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
11.1  Trong 6 tháng qua, 
em có bị 
đánh/đấm/đá/ xô 
đẩy/ném đồ vật 
vào người không? 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có  
 2. Nếu không  
  
     
chuyển 11.2 
   1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
11.2 Trong 6 tháng qua, 
em có bị trấn 
lột/lấy trộm (tiền, 
đồ vật) hoặc bị phá 
hỏng đồ vật (đập vỡ 
điện thoại, đổ thức 
ăn vào cặp, xì hơi 
lốp xe v.v) không? 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có  
 2. Nếu không  
  
     
chuyển 11.3 
 
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
11.3 Trong 6 tháng qua, 
em có bị de dọa, 
xúc phạm, bị bắt 
phải làm những 
việc mà em không 
muốn làm không? 
(Trực tiếp hoặc trên 
mạng  như điện 
thoại, Facebook 
v.v). 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có   
 2. Nếu không  
  
 
chuyển 11.4 
1. Xảy ra trực tiếp 
giữa em và người 
bắt nạt? 
 
 Nếu có  
 Nếu không 
 
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
2. Qua các phương 
tiện công nghệ đến 
trực tiếp một mình 
em? 
 Nếu có  
 Nếu không 
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
3. Đăng tải trên các 
kênh mà nhiều 
người có thể 
đọc/nghe/xem 
được?  
 
 Nếu có  
 Nếu không  11.4 
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
11.4 Trong 6 tháng qua, 
em có bị chọc tức, 
khích bác, bị gọi 
bằng những tên mà 
em không thích, bị 
bình phẩm với lời 
lẽ tục tĩu, bị làm trò 
cười v.v? 
(Trực tiếp hoặc trên 
mạng như điện 
thoại, Facebook 
v.v). 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có  
 2. Nếu không  
  
     
  Chuyển 11.5 
1. Xảy ra trực tiếp?  
 
 Nếu có  
 Nếu không 
                         
 
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
 
2. Qua các phương 
tiện công nghệ đến 
trực tiếp một mình 
em?  
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không 
 
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
 
3. Đăng tải trên các 
kênh mà nhiều 
người có thể 
đọc/nghe/xem 
được? 
  
 Nếu có  
 Nếu không  11.5 
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
  11.2 
  11.3 
  2 cột B 
  3 cột B 
  11.4 
  2 cột B 
  3 cột B 
  11.5 
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 (A) 
TÌNH TRẠNG 
 
(B) 
HÌNH THỨC 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
(C) 
MỨC ĐỘ XẢY RA 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
(D) 
 EM LO LẮNG  
NHƯ THẾ NÀO? 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
11.5 
 
Trong 6 tháng qua, 
em có bị cô lập/tẩy 
chay không? (trực 
tiếp hoặc trên 
mạng, ví dụ: không 
nói chuyện, “quay 
lưng”, không được 
tham gia vào các 
hoạt động tập thể) 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Có 
 2. Không  
  
     
     chuyển 11.6 
 1. Xảy ra trực tiếp?  
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
 
 
2. Qua phương tiện 
công nghệ đến trực 
tiếp một mình em? 
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
3. Đăng tải trên các 
kênh mà nhiều 
người có thể 
đọc/nghe/xem 
được?  
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không  11.6     
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
11.6 Trong 6 tháng qua, 
em bị nói xấu, loan 
tin đồn làm ảnh 
hưởng đến em 
(loan tin trong 
lớp/trường, trên 
Facebook…). 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có  
 2. Nếu không  
  
    chuyển đến 
Kiểm tra câu 11 
1. Xảy ra trực tiếp?  
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không    
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
 
2. Qua phương tiện 
công nghệ thông tin 
đến trực tiếp mình 
em?  
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không 
 
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
3. Đăng tải trên các 
kênh mà nhiều 
người có thể 
đọc/nghe/xem 
được?  
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không     
 1. Vài lần  
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng 
 3. Từ 1- 2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 1. Không lo lắng 
 2. Lo lắng một chút 
 3. Khá lo lắng 
 4. Rất lo lắng 
 
CHÚ Ý: CÁC EM KIỂM TRA LẠI CÂU 11 
 
1. Nếu có ít nhất một hành vi trên đã XẢY RA với em, đánh dấu (x) vào   Chuyển đến 
câu 12  
                                                                                                     
2. Nếu tất cả các hành vi trên KHÔNG XẢY RA với em, đánh dấu (x) vào ô   Chuyển đến 
câu 16 (ở trang bên) 
 
Câu 12  
 
Trong 6 tháng qua, em đã từng bị bắt nạt 
bởi một người hơn em về đặc điểm nào 
đó khiến cho em không thể tự bảo vệ 
mình (ví dụ, họ khỏe hơn, có hội đông hơn, 
nổi tiếng hơn, có nhiều bạn hơn, giỏi hơn …). 
Tích (x) vào một ô:  
 1. Đúng 
 2. Sai 
 3. Em không biết người bắt nạt em là ai  
  2 cột B 
  3 cột B 
  11.6 
  2 cột B 
  3 cột B 
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Câu 13 Trong 6 tháng qua, ai là người bắt nạt 
em?  
 
Tích (x) vào một ô:  
 1. Một bạn nữ 
 2. Nhóm bạn nữ 
 3. Một bạn nam 
 4. Nhóm bạn nam 
 5. Nhóm bạn nam và nữ 
 6. Em không biết họ là ai 
Câu 14 Trong 6 tháng qua, em có nói với ai về 
việc em bị bắt nạt không?  
 
Có thể tích (x) vào nhiều ô:  
 1. Thầy cô giáo 
 2. Người lớn khác ở trường 
 3. Bố mẹ/người chăm sóc 
 4. Anh/chị/ em  
 5. Bạn/nhóm bạn 
 6. Người khác 
 7. Không nói với ai  
Câu 15 Trong 6 tháng qua, cha mẹ em hay có ai 
đó đã từng liên lạc với nhà trường để 
ngăn chặn việc em bị bắt nạt không?  
Tích (x) vào một ô:  
 1. Không có ai 
 2. Có, liên lạc 1 lần  
 3. Có, liên lạc một vài lần  
 4. Không nhớ/không biết 
Câu 16 Em đã bao giờ bị bắt nạt ở trường hoặc 
qua mạng chưa? 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô: 
 1. Có  
 2. Không 
 3. Em không nhớ 
                           
Câu 17 
Nhà trường đã thực hiện các biện pháp 
để ngăn chặn hiện tượng bắt nạt ở mức 
độ như thế nào?  
 
Tích (x) vào một ô: 
 1. Hầu như là không 
 2. Một đôi lần 
 3. Thỉnh thoảng 
 
 4. Thường xuyên  
 5. Luôn luôn 
 6. Em không biết 
                            
Câu 18 
Học sinh trong trường đã thực hiện các 
biện pháp nhằm ngăn chặn hiện tượng 
bắt nạt ở mức độ như thế nào?  
 
Tích (x) vào một ô: 
 1. Hầu như là không 
 2. Một đôi lần 
 3. Thỉnh thoảng 
 
 4. Thường xuyên  
 5. Luôn luôn 
 6. Em không biết 
                     
Câu 19 
Theo em, những 
biện pháp nào là 
tốt nhất để ngăn 
chặn việc bị bắt 
nạt ở trường học?  
 
 
Có thể tích (x) vào nhiều ô: 
 1. Nói với cha mẹ 
 2. Nói với thầy cô giáo 
 3. Nói với bạn bè 
 4. Kết thêm bạn mới 
 5. Báo công an 
 6. Lưu giữ lại những  
          bằng chứng bị bắt nạt  
 
 7. Chủ động hòa giải  
 8. Chống lại nhưng không đánh nhau 
 9. Đánh lại/gọi hội  
 10. Im lặng, tránh đi 
 11. Phớt lờ, không quan tâm 
 12. Không đến trường  
 13. Em không biết 
Câu 20 
 
Theo em, những 
biện pháp nào là 
tốt nhất để ngăn 
chặn việc bị bắt 
nạt qua mạng?  
 
 
Có thể tích (x) vào nhiều ô: 
 1. Nói với cha mẹ 
 2. Nói với thầy cô giáo 
 3. Nói với bạn bè  
 4. Báo công an 
 5. Chủ động hòa giải 
 6. Thông báo với nhà cung cấp  
           dịch vụ  
 7. Chặn/thay số điện thoại, tài  
          khoản  
 
 8. Tạm dừng việc sử dụng  
           (điện thoại, Internet…) 
 9. Lưu lại các bằng chứng  
 10. Im lặng, tránh đi 
 11. Phớt lờ, không quan tâm 
 12. Đánh lại 
 13. Ăn trộm tài khoản của người   
             bắt nạt 
 14. Em không biết  
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Nếu có  cột C 
Nếu không  xuống 3 
Câu 21 TRONG 6 THÁNG QUA (tháng 4 - 10/2014), em đã từng bắt nạt người khác thông qua các hành vi 
sau như thế nào? 
 
 (A) 
TÌNH TRẠNG 
 
(B) 
HÌNH THỨC 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
(C) 
MỨC ĐỘ THỰC HIỆN 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
21.1 Trong 6 tháng qua, em có 
đánh/đấm/đá/ xô đẩy/ném đồ 
vật vào người khác không? 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có  
 2. Nếu không  
  
       chuyển 21.2 
  1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
21.2 Trong 6 tháng qua, em có trấn 
lột/lấy trộm (tiền, đồ vật) hoặc 
phá hỏng đồ vật của người khác 
không? (ví dụ, đập vỡ điện thoại, 
đổ thức ăn vào cặp, xì hơi lốp xe 
v.v) 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có  
 2. Nếu không  
  
    chuyển 21.3 
  1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
21.3 Trong 6 tháng qua, em có de dọa, 
xúc phạm, bắt ai đó phải làm 
những việc mà họ không muốn 
làm không? (Trực tiếp hoặc trên 
mạng như điện thoại, Facebook 
v.v). 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có  
 2. Nếu không  
  
 
    chuyển 21.4 
1. Xảy ra trực tiếp?  
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không   
 
   
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
2. Qua các phương tiện 
công nghệ thông tin đến 
trực tiếp một mình 
người bị bắt nạt? 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không              
 
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
3. Đăng tải trên các 
kênh mà nhiều người có 
thể đọc/nghe/xem 
được? 
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không  21.4 
 
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
21.4 Trong 6 tháng qua, em có chọc 
tức, khích bác, gọi ai đó bằng 
những tên mà họ không thích, 
bình phẩm họ với lời lẽ tục tĩu, 
biến họ thành trò cười v.v? 
(Trực tiếp hoặc trên mạng như 
điện thoại, Facebook v.v). 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Nếu có  
 2. Nếu không  
  
    chuyển 21.5 
1. Xảy ra trực tiếp? 
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không     
 
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày  
2. Qua các phương tiện 
công nghệ thông tin đến 
trực tiếp một mình 
người bị bắt nạt? 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không              
                       
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
3. Đăng tải trên các 
kênh mà nhiều người có 
thể đọc/nghe/xem 
được? 
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không   21.5 
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
  21.2 
  21.3 
  3 cột B 
  21.4 
  3 cột B 
  21.5 
  2 cột B 
  2 cột B 
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 (A) 
TÌNH TRẠNG 
 
(B) 
HÌNH THỨC 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
(C) 
MỨC ĐỘ THỰC HIỆN 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
21.5 
Trong 6 tháng qua, em có cố tình 
cô lập/tẩy chay ai đó không? 
(trực tiếp hoặc trên mạng, ví dụ: 
không nói chuyện, “quay lưng”, 
không cho tham gia vào các hoạt 
động tập thể) 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Có  
 2. Không  
  
    chuyển 21.6 
1. Xảy ra trực tiếp?  
  
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không     
           
 
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày  
 
2. Qua các phương tiện 
công nghệ thông tin đến 
trực tiếp một mình 
người bị bắt nạt? 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không     
                 
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
3. Đăng tải trên các 
kênh mà nhiều người có 
thể đọc/nghe/xem 
được? 
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không  21.6 
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
21.6 Trong 6 tháng qua, em có nói xấu, 
loan tin đồn làm ảnh hưởng đến 
người khác không? (loan tin trong 
lớp/trường, trên Facebook…) 
 
Tích (x) vào một ô 
 
 1. Có   
 2. Không  
  
kiểm tra câu 21 
1. Xảy ra trực tiếp?  
 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không     
     
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày  
2. Qua các phương tiện 
công nghệ thông tin đến 
trực tiếp một mình 
người bị bắt nạt? 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không     
 
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
3. Đăng tải trên các 
kênh mà nhiều người có 
thể đọc/nghe/xem 
được? 
 Nếu có 
 Nếu không     
 
                     
 1. Vài lần 
 2. Từ 1-2 lần/tháng  
 3. Từ 1-2 lần/tuần 
 4. Hầu hết các ngày 
 
 
CHÚ Ý: CÁC EM HÃY KIỂM TRA Câu 21 
 
1. Nếu em đã thực hiện ít nhất một hành vi trên, đánh dấu (x) vào ô      Chuyển đến 
câu 22   
                                                                                               
2. Nếu em không thực hiện tất cả các hành vi trên, đánh dấu (x) vào ô    Chuyển đến 
câu 23 
 
                    
Câu 22 Em có thể cho biết 
lí do tại sao em bắt 
nạt người khác?  
 
 
Có thể tích (x) vào nhiều ô 
 1. Cho vui 
 2. Xả cơn tức giận 
 3. Không thích, thấy ngứa mắt 
 4. Trả thù 
 5. Buồn chán 
 
 6. Làm việc này có vẻ hay hay (cool) 
 7. Thu hút sự chú ý của họ 
 8. Thu hút sự chú ý của người khác 
 9. Em không biết  
 10. Lí do khác .................................. 
  3 cột B 
  21.6 
  3 cột B 
  2 cột B 
  2 cột B 
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Câu 23 Em đồng ý như thế nào với những câu phát biểu dưới đây? Hãy khoanh tròn vào chữ số phù hợp 
cho từng câu phát biểu. 
 
 Câu phát biểu Đồng 
ý 
Nửa đồng ý,  
nửa không 
đồng ý 
Không 
đồng ý 
23.1 Tôi không thể chơi với những bạn hay bị người khác sai khiến, bắt nạt. 1 2 3 
23.2 Những học sinh yếu ớt thường hay gặp rắc rối.  1 2 3 
23.3 Học sinh không nên phàn nàn về việc bị bắt nạt. 1 2 3 
23.4 Những học sinh mềm yếu/yếu đuối làm tôi phát chán. 1 2 3 
23.5 Không ai thích những học sinh thiếu tự tin, hay sợ hãi. 1 2 3 
23.6 Việc gọi ai đó bằng tên lóng/tục là điều bình thường. 1 2 3 
23.7 Thật buồn cười khi nhìn những học sinh đau khổ chỉ vì bị chế giễu. 1 2 3 
23.8 Những học sinh đi bắt nạt người khác là hư hỏng, không tốt. 1 2 3 
23.9 Những học sinh hay bị người khác cười nhạo là đáng bị như vậy. 1 2 3 
23.10 Tôi thích những học sinh có hành động bảo vệ người bị bắt nạt. 1 2 3 
23.11 Việc giúp những học sinh không có khả năng bảo vệ là việc nên làm. 1 2 3 
23.12 Việc một học sinh bị cười nhạo mà không có lý do làm tôi tức giận. 1 2 3 
 
Câu 24 Em thường hành động 
như thế nào khi nhìn 
thấy một bạn học sinh 
ở độ tuổi của em bị 
bắt nạt bởi các học 
sinh khác? 
Tích (x) vào một ô: 
 1. Chưa từng nhìn thấy 
 2. Cùng tham gia bắt nạt 
 3. Không làm gì vì đó là  
           chuyện bình thường  
 
 4. Chỉ đứng nhìn xem chuyện sẽ diễn ra  
           như thế nào 
 5. Không làm gì nhưng em nghĩ cần phải     
           giúp bạn đó 
 6. Cố gắng giúp bạn bị bắt nạt bằng một  
           cách nào đó 
 
PHẦN 4. CÁC VẤN ĐỀ LIÊN QUAN ĐẾN SỨC KHỎE TINH THẦN 
 
Câu 25 Các câu phát biểu dưới đây mô tả cảm nhận của em về bản thân mình. Em hãy khoanh tròn vào chữ 
số phù hợp nhất. 
 Câu phát biểu Rất  
đồng ý 
Đồng ý Không 
đồng ý 
Rất 
không 
đồng ý 
25.1 Nhìn chung, em thấy hài lòng về bản thân mình.  1 2 3 4 
25.2 Thỉnh thoảng em cảm thấy mình là người không tốt.   1 2 3 4 
25.3 Em thấy mình có nhiều phẩm chất tốt.  1 2 3 4 
25.4 Em có thể làm mọi việc tốt như những người khác. 1 2 3 4 
25.5 Em thấy mình chẳng có gì đáng để tự hào.  1 2 3 4 
25.6 Đôi lúc em thấy mình vô dụng.  1 2 3 4 
25.7 Em thấy em là người có ích, ít nhất thì cũng như những người khác. 1 2 3 4 
25.8 Em ước gì em có thể tôn trọng bản thân mình nhiều hơn. 1 2 3 4 
25.9 Nhìn chung, em luôn cảm thấy em là người thất bại, không làm 
được việc gì. 
1 2 3 4 
25.10 Em có những suy nghĩ tốt về bản thân mình. 1 2 3 4 
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Câu 26 Dưới đây là những câu phát biểu mô tả cảm xúc của em trong HAI TUẦN QUA. Em hãy khoanh tròn 
vào chữ số phù hợp với mình nhất. 
  
TRONG 2 TUẦN QUA … 
Không 
lúc 
nào 
Thỉnh 
thoảng 
Dưới 
½ thời 
gian 
Hơn ½ 
thời gian 
Hầu hết 
thời 
gian 
Toàn bộ 
thời 
gian 
26.1 Em cảm thấy vui và tinh thần phấn khởi. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
26.2 Em thấy mình bình tĩnh và thư giãn. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
26.3 Em thấy mình năng động và đầy sinh lực. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
26.4 Em thức giấc với cảm giác sảng khoái và 
được nghỉ ngơi. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
26.5 Cuộc sống hàng ngày của em đầy ắp 
những điều hứng thú.  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Câu 27 Dưới đây là những câu phát biểu mô tả tâm trạng mà em có thể đã trải qua trong TUẦN VỪA QUA. 
Em hãy trả lời bằng cách khoanh tròn vào chữ số phù hợp. 
 
  
TRONG 1 TUẦN QUA, EM CẢM THẤY …  
Hầu như 
không 
(<1 ngày)  
Một vài 
lần/rất ít 
khi (1-2 
ngày) 
Thỉnh 
thoảng/ 
tương đối 
(3-4 ngày) 
Hầu hết 
các ngày 
trong tuần 
(5-7 ngày) 
27.1 khó chịu bởi những điều mà bình thường không làm 
cho em thấy khó chịu.  
1 2 3 4 
27.2 không muốn ăn, không thấy ngon miệng. 1 2 3 4 
27.3 không thấy vui vẻ, ngay cả khi gia đình hoặc bạn bè đã 
cố gắng giúp em vui hơn. 
1 2 3 4 
27.4 mình cũng tốt như những người khác. 1 2 3 4 
27.5 gặp khó khăn trong việc tập trung chú ý vào những việc 
mình đang làm. 
1 2 3 4 
27.6 suy sụp và không vui. 1 2 3 4 
27.7 quá mệt mỏi và không làm gì được. 1 2 3 4 
27.8 tràn trề hi vọng vào tương lai. 1 2 3 4 
27.9 cuộc đời em từ trước đến nay toàn là thất bại. 1 2 3 4 
27.10 sợ hãi. 1 2 3 4 
27.11 thao thức không ngủ được hoặc ngủ không yên giấc. 1 2 3 4 
27.12 vui vẻ, hạnh phúc. 1 2 3 4 
27.13 ít nói hơn bình thường. 1 2 3 4 
27.14 cô đơn. 1 2 3 4 
27.15 những người em quen biết không thân thiện với em 
hoặc họ không muốn gần gũi em. 
1 2 3 4 
27.16 tuần vừa qua là một tuần tốt đẹp với em. 1 2 3 4 
27.17 đã rất muốn khóc. 1 2 3 4 
27.18 buồn chán. 1 2 3 4 
27.19 mọi người nói chung không thích em. 1 2 3 4 
27.20 khó có thể bắt đầu một việc gì. 1 2 3 4 
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Câu 28 Dưới đây là những câu mô tả tâm trạng của em trong THÁNG VỪA QUA. Em hãy chọn câu trả 
lời thích hợp và khoanh tròn vào chữ số tương ứng. 
 
  
TRONG 1 THÁNG QUA, đã bao nhiêu lần em… 
Không 
bao giờ 
Hiếm 
khi 
Thỉnh 
thoảng 
Nhiều 
lần 
Toàn bộ 
 thời 
gian 
28.1 cảm thấy mệt mỏi mà không rõ lý do? 1 2 3 4 5 
28.2 cảm thấy lo lắng? 1 2 3 4 5 
28.3 cảm thấy lo lắng mà không gì có thể giúp em lấy 
lại bình tĩnh? 
1 2 3 4 5 
28.4 cảm thấy mình mất hi vọng? 1 2 3 4 5 
28.5 cảm thấy tâm trạng bồn chồn? 1 2 3 4 5 
28.6 cảm thấy tâm trạng bồn chồn mà không thể ngồi yên? 1 2 3 4 5 
28.7 cảm thấy chán nản, suy sụp? 1 2 3 4 5 
28.8 cảm thấy tất cả chỉ là sự cố gắng vô nghĩa? 1 2 3 4 5 
28.9 thấy buồn đến nỗi không gì có thể làm em vui? 1 2 3 4 5 
28.10 thấy mình là người vô dụng? 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Câu 29 Dưới đây là những câu hỏi về những việc em có thể đã làm trong 6 THÁNG vừa qua. Em hãy 
chọn câu trả lời thích hợp và khoanh tròn vào chữ số tương ứng.  
 
 TRONG 6 THÁNG QUA, đã có lúc… Có Không Em không nhớ 
29.1 em thực sự nghĩ đến tự tử? 1 2 3 
29.2 em chuẩn bị, sắp đặt cho việc tự tử? 1 2 3 
29.3 em thực hiện hành vi tự tử? 1 2 3 
29.4 em hút thuốc lá? 1 2 3 
29.5 em uống rượu một hoặc nhiều lần? 1 2 3 
29.6 em uống rượu say? 1 2 3 
29.7 em mang vũ khí (dao, côn…) theo người? 1 2 3 
29.8 em tham gia đánh nhau? 1 2 3 
 
 
PHẦN 4. MỐI QUAN HỆ TRONG GIA ĐÌNH VÀ NHÀ TRƯỜNG  
 
Câu 30 Các câu phát biểu dưới đây mô tả cảm nhận của em về sự hỗ trợ của gia đình, nhà trường, và bạn 
bè trong cuộc sống của em. Em hãy khoanh tròn vào một chữ số phù hợp cho từng câu phát biểu dưới đây. 
 
Câu phát biểu 
Rất 
không 
đồng ý 
Không 
đồng 
ý 
Phân 
vân, 
lưỡng lự 
Đồng 
ý 
Rất  
đồng ý 
30.1 Gia đình đã cố gắng giúp đỡ em. 1 2 3 4 5 
30.2 Em nhận được sự hỗ trợ tinh thần từ gia đình của mình. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Câu phát biểu 
Rất 
không 
đồng ý 
Không 
đồng 
ý 
Phân 
vân, 
lưỡng lự 
Đồng 
ý 
Rất  
đồng ý 
30.3 Em có thể tâm sự/chia sẻ với ai đó trong gia đình em về 
các vấn đề em gặp phải trong cuộc sống. 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.4 Gia đình em sẵn sàng giúp em trong việc ra quyết định. 1 2 3 4 5 
30.5 Có thầy/cô giáo ở xung quanh em mỗi khi em cần đến họ. 1 2 3 4 5 
30.6 Em có thể chia sẻ niềm vui hay nỗi buồn với thầy/cô giáo. 1 2 3 4 5 
30.7 Em có thầy/cô giáo luôn giúp em cảm thấy thoải mái.  1 2 3 4 5 
30.8 Em có thầy/cô giáo quan tâm đến cảm xúc của em.  1 2 3 4 5 
30.9 Bạn bè của em thực sự cố gắng giúp đỡ em. 1 2 3 4 5 
30.10 Em có thể tin tưởng/dựa vào bạn bè mỗi khi có chuyện gì 
đó xảy ra. 
1 2 3 4 5 
30.11 Em có thể chia sẻ niềm vui, nỗi buồn với bạn bè của mình. 1 2 3 4 5 
30.12 Em có thể tâm sự với bạn bè của mình về những vấn đề 
đang gặp phải trong cuộc sống. 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
Câu 31 Em có bao nhiêu người bạn 
tốt ở trường?  
 
 1. Không có ai 
 2. Có 1 bạn tốt 
 3. Có 2-3 bạn tốt 
 4. Có 4-5 bạn tốt 
 5. Trên 5 bạn tốt 
 
Câu 32 Em đang sống cùng với ai? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1. Cả bố và mẹ ruột 
 2. Chỉ với mẹ ruột 
 3. Chỉ với bố ruột 
 4. Mẹ ruột và bố dượng 
 5. Bố ruột và mẹ kế 
 6. Người khác 
Câu 33 Em có bao nhiêu anh chị em 
ruột? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1. Em là con Một  
          Chuyển đến câu 35 
 2. Một 
 3. Hai 
 4. Từ ba người trở lên  
Câu 34 Em là con thứ mấy trong gia 
đình? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1. Con đầu (nếu sinh đôi chọn 1 khi là anh/chị) 
 2. Con giữa 
 3. Con út (nếu sinh đôi chọn 3 khi là người em) 
Câu 35 Hiện bố mẹ của em… 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 
 1. Đang sống cùng nhau 
 2. Không sống cùng nhau    
           (do công tác xa) 
 3. Li dị 
 4. Li thân 
 5. Bố/mẹ đã mất (một    
           người hoặc cả hai) 
Câu 36 Cấp học cao nhất của mẹ em 
(mẹ ruột/mẹ kế hoặc mẹ 
nuôi)? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1. Không đi học 
 2. Tiểu học  
 3. Trung học cơ sở  
 4. Trung học phổ thông  
 5. Trung cấp, trung học  
            dạy nghề 
 6. Cao đẳng, đại học (+) 
 7. Em không biết 
Câu 37 Cấp học cao nhất của bố em 
(bố ruột/bố dượng hoặc bố 
nuôi)? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1. Không đi học 
 2. Tiểu học  
 3. Trung học cơ sở  
 4. Trung học phổ thông  
 5. Trung cấp, trung học  
           dạy nghề 
 6. Cao đẳng, đại học (+) 
 7. Em không biết 
Câu 38 Nghề nghiệp của mẹ em (mẹ 
ruột/mẹ kế hoặc mẹ nuôi)? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 
 1.Công nhân viên nhà nước    
 2. Doanh nghiệp tư nhân 
 3. Kinh doanh tự do 
 4. Nông dân 
 5. Lao động giản đơn/           
           nội trợ 
 6. Không có việc làm 
 7. Làm nghề khác  
 8. Em không biết 
 9. Mẹ ruột đã mất, không  
           có mẹ kế/mẹ nuôi 
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Câu 39 Nghề nghiệp của bố em (bố 
ruột/bố dượng hoặc bố nuôi)? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 
 1.Công nhân viên nhà nước    
 2. Doanh nghiệp tư nhân 
 3. Kinh doanh tự do 
 4. Nông dân 
 5. Lao động giản đơn/           
           nội trợ 
 6. Không có việc làm 
 7. Làm nghề khác  
 8. Em không biết 
 9. Bố ruột đã mất, 
không có bố dượng/bố nuôi 
 
Câu 40 Nếu so sánh với gia đình bạn 
bè trong lớp, điều kiện kinh tế 
của gia đình em ở mức độ 
nào? 
 Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1. Giàu có hơn 
 2. Khá giả hơn  
 3. Như các gia đình     
           khác 
 4. Nghèo hơn 
 5. Nghèo hơn rất nhiều 
 6. Em không biết 
Câu 41 Em có hay xảy ra mâu thuẫn 
(cãi nhau, đánh nhau) với anh 
chị em ruột của mình không?  
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1.Không bao giờ 
 2. Hiếm khi 
 3. Thỉnh thoảng 
 4. Thường xuyên 
 5. Em là con Một 
Câu 42 Em có chứng kiến bố mẹ em 
(bố mẹ đẻ, bố mẹ nuôi hoặc bố mẹ kế) 
cãi nhau kịch liệt (chẳng hạn 
như quát nạt, la hét, tranh cãi 
dữ dội, đập phá…) không? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1.Không bao giờ 
 2. Hiếm khi 
 3. Thỉnh thoảng 
 4. Thường xuyên 
 5. Không có bố/mẹ hoặc  
           không có cả hai 
Câu 43 Em có thường xuyên chứng 
kiến bố mẹ em (bố mẹ đẻ, bố mẹ 
nuôi hoặc bố mẹ kế) đánh nhau 
không? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1.Không bao giờ 
 2. Hiếm khi 
 3. Thỉnh thoảng 
 4. Thường xuyên 
 5. Không có bố/mẹ hoặc  
           không có cả hai  
 Câu 44 Em nhận xét như thế nào về 
gia đình mình? 
Tích (x) vào một ô duy nhất 
 1. Rất hạnh phúc 
 2. Hạnh phúc 
 3. Bình thường, có      
           lúc này lúc khác 
 4. Không hạnh phúc 
 5. Rất không hạnh phúc 
 
 
Câu 45 Em có nhận xét, chia sẻ gì thêm về những nội dung đã đề cập trong bảng hỏi này không?  
(Nếu em không có ý kiến, em không cần ghi gì thêm).  
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Cảm ơn em đã dành thời gian để hoàn thành bộ câu hỏi này!  
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APPENDIX K TABLES AND FIGURES 
Table K4- 1 Perceived perception of family social support at Time 1  
Family social support Strongly disagree N (%) 
Disagree 
N (%) 
Neutral 
N (%) 
Agree 
N (%) 
Strongly agree 
N (%) 
Family really tries to help  175 (12.6) 76 (5.5) 244 (17.6) 553 (39.8) 341 (24.5) 
Getting emotional help and support from family  143 (10.3) 102 (7.3) 215 (15.5) 549 (39.5) 379 (27.3) 
Can talk problems with family 147 (10.6) 174 (12.5) 331 (23.8) 511 (36.7) 228 (16.4) 
Family helps making decisions 128 (9.2) 140 (10.1) 283 (20.4) 550 (39.6) 288 (20.7) 
 
Table K4- 2 Perceived perception of school social support measured at Time 1 
School social support Strongly disagree N (%) 
Disagree 
N (%) 
Neutral 
N (%) 
Agree 
N (%) 
Strongly agree 
N (%) 
School staff available to help 151 (10.9) 185 (13.4) 401 (28.9) 464 (33.5) 184 (13.3) 
School staff whom I can share joys and sorrows 167 (12.1) 277 (20.0) 452 (32.6) 348 (25.1) 141 (10.2) 
I have a school staff member who is a real source of 
comfort to me 
141 (10.2) 205 (14.8) 415 (30.0) 463 (33.4) 160 (11.6) 
School staff member caring about my feelings 154 (11.2) 233 (16.9) 439 (31.8) 403 (29.2) 150 (10.9) 
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Table K4- 3 Perceived perception of friend social support measured at Time 1 
Friend social support Strongly disagree N (%) 
Disagree 
N (%) 
Neutral 
N (%) 
Agree 
N (%) 
Strongly agree 
N (%) 
My friends really try to help me 116 (8.4) 120 (8.7) 270 (19.6) 610 (44.3) 262 (19.0) 
I can count on my friends when things go wrong 136 (9.8) 134 (9.7) 337 (24.3) 523 (37.8) 254 (18.3) 
I have friends with whom I can share my joys and sorrows 117 (8.4) 87 (6.3) 249 (17.9) 604 (43.5) 330 (23.8) 
I can talk about my problems with my friends 122 (8.9) 92 (6.62) 289 (20.8) 551 (39.6) 336 (24.2) 
 
Table K4- 4 Mean, standard deviation and reliability statistics of perceived family, friend, and school social support (Time 1) 
Subscales Number 
of items 
Range Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Mean SD Median Kurtosis Skewness 
Family’s social support 4 0-20 .88 14.1 4.2 15 3.0 -.80 
School’s social support 4 0-20 .90 12.6 4.1 13 2.7 -.35 
Friend’s social support 4 0-20 .91 14.3 4.1 15.5 3.3 -.86 
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Table K4- 5 Average time spending on online daily measured at Time 1  
Average time  
spending online 
Full sample 
N (%) 
Male  
N (%) 
Female  
N (%) 
X2 
Do not online 50 (3.8) 25 (4.2) 25 (3.5) 
23.5825*** 
Under one hour 281 (21.5) 135 (22.9) 146 (20.3) 
One hour 208 (15.9) 109 (18.5) 99 (13.8) 
Two hours 208 (15.9) 109 (18.5) 99 (13.8) 
Three hours 127 (9.7) 49 (8.3) 78 (10.9) 
Four hours or more 168 (12.8) 68 (11.5) 100 (14.0) 
Do not remember 266 (20.3) 95 (16.1) 171 (23.8) 
Total 1308 (100) 590 (45.1) 718 (54.9) 
 
Table K4- 6 Everage daily spending on specific online activities at Time 1  
Specific online activities Never 
N (%) 
Several time 
a week 
N (%) 
Several 
times a day 
N (%) 
Several times 
an hour 
N (%) 
All the time 
N (%) 
Communications (send/receive message, etc.) 257 (18.7) 375 (27.2) 451 (32.8) 141 (10.2) 152 (11.0) 
Social networking (Facebook, etc.)  168 (12.2) 365 (26.4) 447 (32.4) 227 (16.4) 173 (12.5) 
Entertainment 79 (5.7) 411 (29.6) 483 (34.0) 211 (15.2) 204 (14.7) 
Searching information and online study 345 (25.3) 605 (44.3) 236 (17.3) 87 (6.4) 91 (6.7) 
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Table K4- 7 Perception of parents’ and teachers’ supervision and control on mobile phone uasge and Internet access 
Specific online activities None of the time 
N (%) 
A little of the time 
N (%) 
Some of the time 
N (%) 
Most of the time 
N (%) 
All of the time 
N (%) 
Parental supervise on online, Internet  593 (42.4) 282 (20.1) 410 (29.3) 73 (5.2) 42 (3.0) 
Parents’ control on online, Internet 278 (20.0) 264 (18.9) 455 (32.7) 209 (15.0) 187 (13.4) 
Parents’ control on mobile phone usage 374 (27.0) 270 (19.5) 437 (31.6) 130 (9.4) 172 (12.4) 
Teachers’ supervise on online, Internet  458 (33.3) 317 (23.0) 443 (32.2) 93 (6.7) 66 (4.8) 
Teachers’ control on online, Internet 606 (44.0) 310 (22.5) 280 (20.3) 81 (5.9) 101 (7.3) 
Teachers’ control on mobile phone usage 495 (35.8) 224 (16.2) 299 (21.6) 169 (12.2) 196 (14.2) 
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TIME 1 TIME 2 
  
Figure K4- 1 Traditional bullying victimisation experiences by gender (%) 
TIME 1 TIME 2 
  
Figure K4- 2 Cyberbullying victimisation experiences by gender (%) 
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TIME 1 TIME 2 
  
Figure K4- 3Traditional bullying perpetration experiences by gender (%) 
TIME 1 TIME 2 
  
Figure K4- 4 Cyberbullying perpetration experiences by gender (%) 
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Table K5- 1 Psychological characteristics measured at Time 1  
Possible predictors (as continuous 
variables) 
Mean (SD) No. scale 
items 
Item 
range 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha 
Depression symptoms  14.7 (9.5) 20 0-54 .86 
Psychological distress  19.4 (7.6) 10 10-50 .87 
Self-esteem  22.6 (3.9) 10 10-37 .70 
Possible predictors (as 
dichotomous variables) 
N (%) No. scale 
items 
  
Suicidal ideation 1424 (100) 3   
No 1220 (85.7)    
Yes 204 (14.3)    
Table K5- 2 Average time spent on online last week and adults’ supervision and 
monitoring of Internet and mobile phone usage (Time 1) 
Possible predictors (as categorical 
variables) 
N (%) No. scale 
items 
Item 
range 
Mean 
Average time spent on online last 
week 
1424 (100) 1 4 10.9 
Low (≤ Mean) 641    
High (> Mean) 783    
Parental supervision on online activities 1 1-5 2.1 
Frequent  (>Mean) 649 (45.6)    
Infrequent (≤Mean) 775 (54.4)    
Parental control of Internet and mobile phone 
usage 
2 2-10 5.4 
Frequent  (>Mean) 725 (50.1)    
Infrequent (≤Mean) 699 (49.1)    
Teacher’s supervision on online activities 1 1-5 2.3 
Frequent  (>Mean) 649 (45.6)    
Infrequent (≤Mean) 775 (54.4)    
Teacher control of Internet and mobile phone 
usage 
2 2-10 4.6 
Frequent  (>Mean) 729 (48.8)    
Infrequent (≤Mean) 695 (51.2)    
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Table K5- 3 Reaction when seeing bullying events (Time 1) 
Reaction when seeing bullying 
events 
N (%) No. scale 
items 
Item 
range 
Mean 
 1403 (100) 1 N/A N/A 
Never noticed 325 (23.2)    
Take part in 21 (1.5)    
Just watch and think bullying is 
acceptable 
151 (10.8)    
Do nothing but think ought to help 
the victim 
352 (25.1)    
Try to help the victim 554 (39.5)    
Table K5- 4 Social support from family, school, and peers (Time 1)  
Family structure N % 
 1394 100 
Living with both biological parents 1221 87.6 
Living with single parent/stepparent/others 173 12.4 
Table K5- 5 Social support from family, school, and peers (Time 1) 
Social support N (%) No. scale 
items 
Item 
range 
Mean 
Family social support 1424 (100) 4 4-20 14.1 
High (> Mean) 824 (57.9)    
Low (≤Mean) 600 (42.1)    
School social support  1424 (100) 4 4-20 12.6 
High (> Mean) 780 (54.8)    
Low (≤Mean) 644 (45.2)    
Friend social support  1424 (100) 4 4-20 14.3 
High (> Mean) 845 (59.3)    
Low (≤Mean) 579 (40.7)    
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Table K5- 6 Witness parental violence and experience conflict with siblings 
(Time 1)  
Possible predictors (as categorical 
variables) 
N (%) No. scale 
items 
Item range Mean 
Witness parental violence 1424 (100) 1 2-8 3.1 
Infrequent (≤ Mean) 916 (64.3)    
Frequent (> Mean) 508 (35.7)    
Conflict with siblings 1321 (100) 1 1-4 2.3 
No 770 (58.3)    
Yes 551 (41.7)    
Table K5- 7 Perception of how often students and tecahers trying to stop 
bullying at school (measured at Time 1)  
Possible predictors (as categorical variables) N (%) % 
Perception of students trying to stop bullying at school 1357 100 
Yes (once in a while, sometimes, often, almost always) 552 40.7 
Almost never or do not know  805 59.3 
Perception of teachers trying to stop bullying at school 1347 100 
Yes (once in a while, sometimes, often, almost always) 725 53.8 
Almost never or do not know  622 46.2 
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Table K5- 8 Bivariate logistic regression analyses between possible predictors and temporal patterns of victimisation over time 
Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of victimisation 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Gender           
Female 517 64.8 21.9 1.0 5.0 1.0 6.2 1.0 2.1 1.0 
Male 379 57.8 22.7 1.2 (0.8-1.6) 8.4 1.9 (1.1-3.2)*  4.5 0.8 (0.4-1.5) 6.6 3.5 (1.7-7.2)***  
Age (yrs.) 896 61.8 22.2 0.8 (0.8-0.9)*** 6.5 0.8 (0.7-0.9)*** 5.5 0.8 (0.7-0.9)*** 4.0 0.8 (0.6-0.9)* 
Time spent on online 848 61.6 22.9 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 6.1 1.1 (1.0-1.2)* 5.3 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 4.1 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 
Reaction when seeing bullying events 
Never noticed 237 64.6 22.8 1.0 4.6 1.0 5.5 1.0 2.5 1.0 
Take part in/think bullying is OK 86 66.3 19.8 0.8 (0.4-1.6) 7.0 1.5 (0.5-4.1) 4.6 0.8 (0.2-2.6) 2.3 0.9 (0.2-4.6) 
Think ought to help stopping bullying 210 62.9 24.8 1.1 (0.7-1.7) 3.8 0.8 (0.3-2.1) 5.2 1.0 (0.4-2.3) 3.3 1.3 (0.4-4.1) 
Try to help stopping bullying 353 59.2 21.2 1.0 (0.7-1.5) 7.9 1.9 (0.9-3.8) 5.9 1.2 (0.6-2.4) 5.7 2.4 (0.9-6.2) 
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of victimisation 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Psychological distress 
857 62.7 22.3 1.03 (1.0-1.1)*** 5.7 1.09 (1.0-1.1)*** 5.4 1.03 (0.9-1.1) 4.0 1.1(1.0-1.1)*** 
Depressive symptoms 
817 62.4 22.2 1.04 (1.0-1.1)*** 6.0 1.08 (1.0-1.1)*** 5.5 1.03 (0.9-1.0) 3.9 1.09 (1.0-1.1)*** 
Self-esteem 
834 62.6 22.3 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 5.7 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 5.4 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 4.0 0.9 (0.8-1.0) 
Suicidal ideation 
          
No 729 63.2 23.2 1.0 5.5 1.0 4.8 1.0 3.3 1.0 
Yes 82 58.5 19.5 0.9 (0.5-1.6) 8.5 1.7 (0.7-3.9) 8.5 1.9 (0.8-4.6) 4.9 1.6 (0.5-4.8) 
Family structure           
Living with both biological parents 782 61.5 23.3 1.0 5.6 1.0 5.5 1.0 4.1 1.0 
Living with single parent/step 
parent/others 
94 63.8 18.1 0.7 (0.4-1.3) 9.6 1.6 (0.8-3.5) 5.3 0.9 (0.3-2.4) 3.2 0.7 (0.2-2.5) 
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of victimisation 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Parents’ supervision online 
        
Frequent 354 65.0 18.9 1.0 5.6 1.0 7.1 1.0 3.4 1.0 
Infrequent 542 59.8 24.3 1.4 (1.0-2.0) 7.0 1.3 (0.8-2.4) 4.4 0.7 (0.4-1.2) 4.4 1.4 (0.7-2.9) 
Parents’ control Internet access and mobile phone 
      
Infrequent 452 63.9 21.0 1.0 6.6 1.0 5.3 1.0 3.1 1.0 
Frequent 444 59.7 23.4 1.2 (0.9-1.6) 6.3 1.0 (0.6-1.7) 5.6 1.1 (0.6-2.0) 5.0 1.7 (0.9-3.4) 
Family social support 
        
High 551 65.2 20.3 1.0 6.5 1.0 5.4 1.0 2.5 1.0 
Low 345 56.5 25.2 1.4 (1.0-2.0)* 6.4 1.1 (0.6-2.0) 5.4 1.2 (0.6-2.1) 2.5 2.9 (1.4-5.8)*** 
Witness parental violence        
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of victimisation 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
No/rarely 407 64.1 21.4 1.0 5.2 1.0 5.2 1.0 4.2 1.0 
Often 489 59.9 22.9 1.1 (0.8-1.6) 7.6 1.6 (0.9-2.8) 5.7 1.2 (0.7-2.1) 3.9 1.0 (0.5-2.0) 
Conflict with siblings 
       
No/rarely 517 64.8 21.3 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.2 1.0 3.7 1.0 
Often 314 57.6 25.8 1.4 (0.9-1.9) 7.0 1.6 (0.9-2.8) 5.1 1.1 (0.6-2.1) 4.5 1.4 (0.7-2.8) 
Teachers’ supervise online 
Frequent 412 63.1 20.6 1.0 6.3 1.0 6.1 1.0 3.9 1.0 
Infrequent 484 60.7 23.6 1.2 (0.9-1.6) 6.6 1.1 (0.6-1.9) 5.0 0.8 (0.5-1.5) 4.1 1.1 (0.6-2.2) 
Teachers’ control online and mobile phone 
      
Infrequent 464 61.4 22.6 1.0 6.0 1.0 6.0 1.0 3.9 1.0 
Frequent 432 62.3 21.8 0.9 (0.7-1.3) 6.9 1.1 (0.7-1.9) 4.9 0.8 (0.4-1.4) 4.2 1.1 (0.5-2.1) 
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of victimisation 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Perception of teachers trying to stop bullying 
       
Frequent 484 61.0 21.7 1.0 7.4 1.0 5.8 1.0 4.1 1.0 
Infrequent 412 62.9 22.8 1.0 (0.7-1.4) 5.3 0.7 (0.4-1.2) 5.1 0.9 (0.5-1.5) 3.9 0.9 (0.5-1.8) 
School social support 
        
High 527 64.7 21.1 1.0 5.9 1.0 5.7 1.0 2.7 1.0 
Low 369 57.7 23.8 1.3 (0.9-1.8) 7.3 1.4 (0.8-2.4) 5.2 1.0 (0.6-1.8) 6.0 2.5 (1.3-5.0)*** 
Friends social support 
       
High 547 63.8 22.3 1.0 6.6 1.0 4.6 1.0 2.7 1.0 
Low 349 58.7 22.1 1.1 (0.8-1.5) 6.3 1.0 (0.6-1.8) 6.9 1.6 (0.9-2.9) 6.0 2.4 (1.2-4.7)** 
Perception of students trying to stop bullying 
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of victimisation 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Frequent 659 65.3 19.9 1.0 6.1 1.0 5.3 1.0 3.5 1.0 
Infrequent 237 52.3 28.7 1.8 (1.3-2.6)*** 7.6 1.6 (0.9-2.8) 5.9 1.4 (0.7-2.7) 5.5 2.0 (0.90-4.0) 
 
Table K5- 9 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal patterns of victimisation across Times 1&2 
Predictors measured at Time 1 
Temporal patterns of Victimisation  
(the ref. group: “Not-involved”) 
Stable low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Stable high 
OR (95% CI) 
Gender     
Female 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Male 1.3 (0.9-1.9) 1.8 (0.9-3.7) 0.6 (0.3-1.4) 3.5 (1.4-8.4)** 
Age (yrs.) 0.8 (0.7-0.9)*** 0.7 (0.6-0.9)** 0.8 (0.6-0.9)** 0.8 (0.6-1.0)Ϯ 
Depressive symptoms 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 1.04 (1.0-1.1) Ϯ 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 1.05 (1.0-1.1) Ϯ 
Psychological distress 1.1 (1.0-1.1)** 1.1 (1.0-1.1)* 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 1.08 (1.0-1.1)* 
Reaction when seeing bullying events   
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Predictors measured at Time 1 
Temporal patterns of Victimisation  
(the ref. group: “Not-involved”) 
Stable low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Stable high 
OR (95% CI) 
 Never noticed 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
 Take part in/think bullying is OK 0.8 (0.4-1.7) 1.0 (0.2-3.9) 1.6 (0.4-5.9) 0.8 (0.1-4.9) 
 Think they ought to  help  1.1 (0.6-1.9) 0.8 (0.2-2.8) 1.3 (0.4-3.9) 1.1 (0.3-4.5) 
 Try to help stop bullying 0.9 (0.6-1.5) 2.2 (0.9-5.5) 1.7 (0.7-4.4) 2.4 (0.8-7.3) 
Time spent online 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 1.1 (0.9-1.2) 1.1 (0.9-1.2) 0.9 (0.8-1.1) 
Parents’ supervise online    
  Frequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
  Infrequent  1.6 (1.0-2.4)** 1.0 (0.5-2.2) 0.7 (0.3-1.4) 1.7 (0.7-4.4) 
Parents’ control Internet access and mobile phone   
    Infrequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
    Frequent 1.4 (0.9-2.0) 1.1 (0.5-2.3) 0.8 (0.4-1.7) 1.8 (0.8-4.3) 
Family social support     
   High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
   Low 1.5 (0.9-2.3)Ϯ 0.8 (0.4-1.7) 1.0 (0.4-2.2) 1.4 (0.5-3.7) 
Witness parental violence    
   No/rarely 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
   Often  1.2 (0.8-1.8) 1.6 (0.8-3.3) 1.3 (0.6-2.7) 1.0 (0.4-2.4) 
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Predictors measured at Time 1 
Temporal patterns of Victimisation  
(the ref. group: “Not-involved”) 
Stable low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Stable high 
OR (95% CI) 
Conflict with siblings     
   No/rarely 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
   Often  1.3 (0.9-1.9) 1.3 (0.6-2.6) 1.2 (0.5-2.4) 1.2 (0.5-2.9) 
Perception of teachers trying to stop bullying   
  Frequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
  Infrequent  0.8 (0.5-1.2) 0.6 (0.3-1.3) 0.7 (0.3-1.5) 0.6 (0.3-1.5) 
School social support     
  High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
  Low 1.0 (0.6-1.5) 1.7 (0.7-3.8) 0.9 (0.4-2.1) 1.3 (0.5-3.5) 
Friend social support     
  High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
  Low 0.9 (0.6-1.5) 1.3 (0.6-2.8) 1.5 (0.7-3.2) 1.3 (0.5-3.1) 
Perception of students trying to stop bullying   
  High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
  Low 1.8 (1.2-2.9)** 3.0 (1.3-6.7)** 2.0 (0.9-4.6) Ϯ 1.5 (0.6-4.1) 
Note: Ϯp <.10 *p <.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
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Table K5- 10 Bivariate logistic regression analyses between possible predictors and temporal pattern of perpetration over time  
Factors measured at 
Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of perpetration 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Gender         
Female 389 86.1 3.3 1.0 5.1 1.0 5.4 1.0 
Male 259 84.6 3.5 1.1 (0.4-2.5) 5.4 1.1 (0.5-2.2) 6.6 1.2 (0.6-2.4) 
Age (yrs.) 648 85.5 3.4 1.2 (0.9-1.6) 5.2 1.1 (0.9-1.4) 5.9 1.0 (0.8-1.2) 
Time spent on online 
activities 609 85.7 3.4 1.1 (0.9-1.2) 5.4 1.1 (1.0-1.3)* 5.4 1.1 (0.9-1.2) 
Reaction when seeing bullying events       
Never noticed 169 90.5 3.0 1.0 3.5 1.0 3.0 1.0 
Take part in/think 
bullying is OK 
74 77.0 0 N/A 13.5 4.5 (1.6-12.9)*** 9.5 3.8 (1.1-12.3)* 
Think ought to help  160 82.5 5.6 2.1 (0.7-6.4) 5.6 1.7 (0.6-5.0) 6.3 2.3 (0.8-7.0) 
Try to help 239 87.5 3.3 1.2 (0.4-3.7) 3.8 1.1 (0.4-3.1) 5.4 1.9 (0.7-5.4) 
Psychological distress 
628 85.5 3.5 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 4.9 1.1 (1.0-1.1)** 6.0 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 
Depressive symptoms 
599 85.1 3.7 0.9 (0.9-1.0) 5.2 1.0 (1.0-1.1)* 6.0 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 
Self-esteem 
612 85.3 3.4 1.0 (0.9-1.2) 5.2 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 6.0 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 
Suicidal ideation 
        
No 540 85.4 3.7 1.0 5.2 1.0 5.7 1.0 
Yes 58 82.8 3.4 1.0 (0.2-4.2) 5.2 1.0 (0.3-3.5) 8.6 1.5 (0.6-4.2) 
     244 
Factors measured at 
Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of perpetration 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Family structure 
        
Living with both 
natural parents 
557 86.4 2.9 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.8 1.0 
Living with single 
parent/stepparent/ot
hers 
76 
78.9 7.9 3.0 (1.1-8.0)* 5.3 1.1 (0.4-3.4) 7.9 1.5 (0.6-3.7) 
Parents’ supervise online      
Frequent 267 86.1 3.0 1.0 6.0 1.0 4.9 1.0 
Infrequent 381 85.0 3.7 1.2 (0.5-3.0) 4.7 0.8 (0.4-1.6) 6.6  1.4 (0.7-2.7) 
Parents’ control Internet access and mobile phone      
Infrequent 341 84.7 4.1 1.0 5.3 1.0 5.9 1.0 
Frequent 307 86.3 2.6 0.6 (0.3-1.5) 5.2 1.0 (0.5-1.9) 5.9 1.0 (0.5-1.9) 
Family social support         
High 408 88.0 2.0 1.0 4.7 1.0 5.4 1.0 
Low 240 81.2 5.8 3.2 (1.3-7.8)** 6.2 1.4 (0.7-2.9) 6.7 1.3 (0.7-2.6) 
Witness parental violence      
No/rarely 297 87.9 5.0 1.0 3.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 
Often 351 83.5 2.0 0.4 (0.2-1.0) 7.1 2.5 (1.1-5.4)* 7.4 1.9 (0.9-3.9) 
Conflict with siblings         
Never 373 89.8 2.7 1.0 3.5 1.0 4.0 1.0 
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Factors measured at 
Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of perpetration 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Yes 227 79.7 4.4 1.8 (0.7-4.5) 7.0 2.3 (1.1-4.8)* 8.8 2.5 (1.2-4.9)* 
Teachers’ supervise online 
      
Frequent 294 88.4 3.1 1.0 4.1 1.0 4.4 1.0 
Infrequent 354 83.0 3.7 1.3 (0.5-3.0) 6.2 1.6 (0.8-3.3) 7.1 1.7 (0.8-3.4) 
Teachers’ control online and mobile phone     
Infrequent 337 84.6 3.9 1.0 5.6 1.0 5.9 1.0 
Frequent 311 86.5 2.9 0.7 (0.3-1.7) 4.8 0.8 (0.4-1.7) 5.8 0.9 (0.5-1.8) 
Perception of teachers trying to stop bullying 
    
Yes 479 86.2 3.1 1.0 4.2 1.0 6.5 1.0 
No 169 83.4 4.1 1.4 (0.5-3.4) 8.3 2.0 (1.0-4.2)* 4.1 0.7 (0.3-1.5) 
School social support         
High 386 88.3 2.3  4.1  5.2  
Low 262 81.3 5.0 2.3 (0.9-5.5) 6.9 1.8 (0.9-3.6) 6.9 1.4 (0.7-2.8) 
Friends social support 
        
High 410 85.1 2.9 1.0 5.8 1.0 6.1 1.0 
Low 238 86.1 4.2 1.4 (0.6-3.3) 4.2 0.7 (0.3-1.5) 5.5 0.9 (0.4-1.8) 
Perception of students trying to stop bullying     
Yes 211 87.2 3.8 1.0 4.3 1.0 4.7 1.0 
No 398 84.4 3.5 0.9 (0.4-2.3) 5.3 1.3 (0.6-2.8) 6.8 1.5 (0.7-3.1) 
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Table K5- 11 Bivaritate multinomial logistic regression of possible predictors of temporal patterns of bully-victim status over time 
Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of bully-victim status 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Gender           
  Female 546 61.4 20.1  8.2  5.7  4.6  
  Male 442 49.5 26.9 1.6 (1.2-2.2)*** 8.8 1.3 (0.8-2.1) 7.2 1.6 (0.9-2.7) 7.5 2.0 (1.2-3.5)* 
Higher in age 988 56.1 23.2 0.7 (0.6-0.8)*** 8.5 0.8 (0.6-0.9)*** 6.4 0.7 (0.6-0.9) *** 5.9 0.7 (0.6-0.9)** 
Time spending on online 936 55.8 23.6 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 8.5 1.1 (0.9-1.1) 6.5 1.1 (0.9-1.1) 5.6 1.1 (0.9-1.2) 
Reaction when seeing bullying events         
  Never noticed 225 68.0 19.1 1.0 4.4 1.0  4.9 1.0 3.6 1.0 
  Take part in bullying 17 35.3 11.8 1.2 (0.2-6.1) 29.4 12.7 (3.3-49.1)*** 11.8 4.6 (0.8-25.7) 11.8 6.4 (1.1-36.7)* 
  Passively watch and think bullying is OK 109 46.8 26.6 2.0 (1.1-3.6)* 5.5 1.8 (0.6-5.2) 9.2 2.7 (1.1-6.8)* 12.0 4.9 (1.9-12.4)*** 
  Think they ought to help 246 53.7 26.4 1.7 (1.1-2.7)* 7.7 2.2 (1.0-4.9)* 6.1 1.6 (0.7-3.6) 6.1 2.2 (0.9-5.3) 
   Try to help stopping bullying 380 55.0 22.6 1.4 (1.0-2.2)* 11.6 3.2 (1.6-6.6) 6.0 1.5 (0.7-3.2) 4.7 1.6 (0.7-3.9) 
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of bully-victim status 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Psychological distress 890 57.3 23.1 1.0 (1.0-1.1)*** 8.0 1.1 (1.0-1.1)*** 6.1 1.1 (1.0-1.1)*** 5.5 1.1 (1.0-1.1)*** 
Depressive symptoms 950 56.5 23.2 1.0 (1.0-1.1)*** 8.3 1.1 (1.0-1.1)*** 6.4 1.1 (1.0-1.1)*** 5.6 1.0 (1.0-1.1)*** 
Self-esteem 937 55.7 23.3 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 8.7 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 6.4 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 5.9 1.0 (0.9-1.1) 
 
Suicidal ideation 
          
No 836 60.0 21.9 1.0 7.5 1.0 5.4 1.0 5.1 1.0 
Yes 152 34.2 30.3 2.4 (1.6-3.7)*** 13.8 3.2 (1.8-5.7)*** 11.8 3.9 (2.1-7.1)*** 9.9  3.4 (1.7-6.5) 
Family structure           
Both parents 844 60.0 21.4  8.8  6.9  5.9  
Others  123 48.8 35.8 1.9 (1.2-3.0)** 7.3 1.0 (0.5-2.0) 3.2 0.5 (0.2-1.6) 4.9 1.0 (0.4-2.3) 
Parents’ supervise online         
Frequent 388 59.3 21.7  8.8  4.9  5.4  
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of bully-victim status 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Infrequent 600 54.0 24.2 1.2 (0.9-1.7) 8.3 1.0 (0.6-1.7) 7.3 1.6 (0.9-2.9) 6.2 1.2 (0.7-2.2) 
Parents’ control Internet access and mobile phone       
Infrequent  478 55.4 21.8  10.5  6.7  5.6  
Frequent 510 56.7 24.5 1.1 (0.8-1.5) 6.7 0.6 (0.4-0.9)* 6.1 0.9 (0.5-1.5) 6.1 1.0 (0.6-1.8) 
Family social support         
High 583 61.6 21.1  6.9  6.0  4.5  
Low 405 48.1 26.2 1.6 (1.2-2.2)** 10.9 2.0 (1.3-3.2)** 6.9 1.5 (0.9-2.5) 7.9 2.3 (1.3-3.9)** 
Witness parental violence         
No/rarely 392 66.6 17.9  7.1  4.6  3.8  
Often 596 49.2 26.7 2.0 (1.4-2.8)*** 9.4 1.8 (1.1-2.9)* 7.5 2.2 (1.2-3.9)** 7.2 2.5 (1.4-4.7)** 
Conflict with siblings        
No/rarely 550 60.9 23.1  6.9  5.1  4.0  
Often 372 48.7 23.1 1.2 (0.9-1.7) 10.7 1.9 (1.2-3.1)** 8.6 2.1 (1.2-3.6)*** 8.9 2.8 (1.6-4.9)*** 
     249 
Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of bully-victim status 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
Teachers’ supervise online         
Frequent 463 56.2 23.8  8.0  5.8  6.3  
Infrequent 525 56.0 22.7 1.0 (0.7-1.3) 8.9 1.1 (0.7-1.8) 6.9 1.2 (0.7-2.0) 5.5 0.9 (0.5-1.5) 
Teachers’ control online and mobile phone       
Frequent 490 54.9 23.7  8.8  7.5  5.1  
Infrequent 498 57.2 22.7 1.0 (0.7-1.2) 8.2 1.0 (0.6-1.4) 5.2 0.7 (0.4-1.1) 6.6 1.2 (0.7-2.1) 
Perception of teachers trying to stop bullying       
Frequent 506 58.3 24.1  7.7  5.1  4.7  
Infrequent 482 53.7 22.2 1.0 (0.7-1.4) 9.3 1.3 (0.8-2.0) 7.7 1.6 (0.9-2.7) 7.0 1.6 (0.9-2.8) 
School social support         
High 549 62.1 20.0  7.6  5.6  4.5  
Low 439 48.5 27.1 1.7 (1.3-2.4)*** 9.6 1.6 (1.0-2.5)* 7.3 1.6 (0.9-2.8) 7.5 2.1 (1.2-3.6)** 
Friends social support        
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Factors measured at Time 1 N 
Temporal patterns of bully-victim status 
Not 
involved 
Stable low Declining Increasing Stable high 
Ref % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) % OR (95% CI) 
High 586 59.6 21.2  8.2  6.0  5.1  
Low 402 51.0 26.1 1.4 (1.0-2.0)* 9.0 1.3 (0.8-2.0) 7.0 1.4 (0.8-2.3) 7.0 1.6 (0.9-2.7) 
Perception of students trying to stop bullying       
Frequent 313 58.8 21.1  8.9  6.1  5.1  
Infrequent 628 53.5 24.7 1.3 (0.9-1.8) 8.8 1.1 (0.6-1.7) 6.7 1.2 (0.7-2.1) 6.4 1.4 (0.7-2.5) 
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Table K5- 12 Multivariate multinomial logistic regression of predictors of temporal patterns of bully-victim status from Time 1 to Time 2 
(Note: Ϯp<.1 *p<.05 **p<.01  ***p<.001) 
Predictors measured at Time 1 
Temporal patterns of bully-victim group (Ref. group: Not-involved)  
Stable low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Stable high 
OR (95% CI) 
Gender     
Female 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Male 1.9 (1.2-2.8)*** 1.7 (0.9-3.1)Ϯ 2.2 (1.1-4.2)* 2.3 (1.1-4.6)* 
Age (yrs.) 0.6 (0.5-0.7)*** 0.7 (0.6-0.9)** 0.7 (0.5-0.9) ** 0.5 (0.4-0.7)*** 
Depressive symptoms 1.01 (1.0-1.0) 1.07 (1.0-1.1)** 1.01 (0.9-1.1) 1.0 (0.9-1.0) 
Psychological distress 1.04 (1.0-1.1) Ϯ 1.04 (0.9-1.1) 1.07 (1.0-1.1)* 1.07 (1.0-1.1)* 
Self-esteem 1.04 (1.0-1.1) 1.1 (1.0-1.2)Ϯ 1.03 (0.9-1.1)  1.1 (1.0-1.2)** 
Suicidal ideation    
No 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Yes 1.2 (0.7-2.2) 1.1 (0.5-2.4) 1.9 (0.8-4.3) 1.6 (0.7-3.9) 
Reaction when seeing bullying events   
Never noticed 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Take part in bullying events 0.4 (0.04-4.4) 8.6 (1.8-40.5)** 4.3 (0.6-28.9) 4.2 (0.6-30.5) 
Passively watch and think bullying is OK 1.8 (0.9-3.7) Ϯ 1.6 (0.5-5.1) 2.3 (0.8-7.1) 3.4 (1.0-11.2)* 
Think they ought to help 1.7 (1.0-3.1) Ϯ 1.2 (0.5-3.4) 1.2 (0.4-3.5) 2.4 (0.8-7.4) 
Help stopping bullying 1.2 (0.7-2.0) 2.2 (0.9-4.5)Ϯ 1.1 (0.4-2.8) 1.4 (0.5-4.2) 
Time spending on online 1.0 (0.7-1.5) 0.9 (0.5-1.7) 0.8 (0.4-1.6) 1.1 (0.5-2.3) 
Family structure    
Living with biological parents 1.0  1.0 1.0 1.0 
Living with single parent/stepparent/others 2.3 (1.4-4.1)** 0.9 (0.3-2.3) 0.3 (0.1-1.6) 1.5 (0.5-4.1) 
Parents’ supervise online    
Frequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Infrequent 1.2 (0.8-1.8) 1.4 (0.7-2.6) 1.9 (0.9-3.8)Ϯ 1.3 (0.6-2.7) 
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Predictors measured at Time 1 
Temporal patterns of bully-victim group (Ref. group: Not-involved)  
Stable low 
OR (95% CI) 
Declining 
OR (95% CI) 
Increasing 
OR (95% CI) 
Stable high 
OR (95% CI) 
Parents’ control Internet access and mobile phone   
Infrequent 1.0 1.0  1.0 1.0 
Frequent 0.9 (0.6-1.3) 0.5 (0.3-0.9)* 0.8 (0.4-1.6) 0.9 (0.4-1.8) 
Family social support    
High  1.0    1.0    1.0    1.0 
Low 1.1 (0.7-1.7) 1.8 (0.9-3.6) Ϯ 0.8 (0.4-1.8) 1.4 (0.6-3.1) 
Witness parental violence    
No/rarely  1.0    1.0    1.0   1.0 
Often 2.9 (1.9-4.4)*** 1.8 (1.0-3.4) Ϯ 2.0 (1.0-4.2)* 3.1 (1.4-6.8)** 
Conflict with siblings    
No/rarely  1.0  1.0 1.0  1.0 
Often 0.9 (0.6-1.3) 1.3 (0.7-2.4)  1.1 (0.6-2.2) 1.6 (0.8-3.3) 
Teacher’s control mobile phone/Internet frequently   
Frequent 1.0 1.0  1.0  1.0 
Infrequent 1.2 (0.8-1.8) 0.8 (0.4-1.4) 1.6 (0.8-3.3) 0.6 (0.3-1.3) 
Perceive that teachers trying to stop bullying    
Frequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Infrequent 1.1 (0.7-1.7) 1.1 (0.6-1.9) 1.3 (0.6-2.5) 2.2 (1.1-4.6)* 
School social support     
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Low 1.6 (1.0-2.6)* 0.9 (0.4-1.8) 1.8 (0.8-3.8) 1.3 (0.6-3.0) 
Friend’s social support    
High 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Low 1.1 (0.7-1.7) 0.8 (0.4-1.5) 0.6 (0.3-1.3) 1.0 (0.5-2.1) 
Perceived that students try to stop bullying   
Frequent 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Infrequent 1.4 (0.9-2.2) Ϯ 1.3 (0.7-2.5) 1.2 (0.6-2.3) 1.3 (0.6-2.8) 
 
